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THE PROBLEM AND ITS BACKGROUND
Introduction
During the past fifty-five years more than twentyfive hundred papers, books and articles dealing with stu
dent evaluation of teachers have been published.

Many

begin with a statement of justification based on the cur
rent "need" for such student evaluation.

In some respects

this study is similar to many of those already published.
However, this study differs in that it is concerned with
some relationships that may exist between the backgrounds
of instructors and student evaluations, rather than the
characteristics that are claimed to typify a "good" or
"bad" instructor.

Furthermore, the population of schools

and student bodies from which thp sample is drawn differs
from those previously studied.

The population in this

study consists of instructors from small liberal-arts col
leges.

One of the purposes is to document the activities

of the faculties of the colleges selected for this study.
In doing so, certain questions need to be considered.
What does an instructor in a small private, usually reli
giously oriented, college do as part of his/her job?

What

are the educational backgrounds of these instructors, par
ticularly in the area of professional education?

From what

occupational backgrounds do these instructors come?

From

the data collected to answer these questions the investi1
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gator proposes to prepare some practical suggestions to
assist deans in their recruiting new faculty members for
these small liberal-arts colleges.
Another purpose of this study deals with the contro
versial question, "Are there any benefits in teaching a
teacher (college instructor) to teach?"

Stated in other

terms, "Do faculty members who are trained as teachers do
a better job of teaching science than those faculty mem
bers who do not have such training?"

There has been ex

tensive debate over this question, but there is little
tangible evidence to provide an answer.
Finally, the study is designed to examine the rela
tionship between student evaluation using a nationally
standardized faculty rating instrument, the Student In
structional Report, and simple student rankings of the
science faculty.

The research was designed to elicit an

answer to the question, "How closely are the scores on
certain key items on the Student Instructional Report re
lated to the rankings the student assigned each instruc
tor?"
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History of the Problem
The call for better university teaching has a long
history.

Jordan (1906), called for men in the university

who were natural teachers and who taught from a research
orientation.

His emotional plea suggested that instruc

tors who are research leaders are the best instructors.
This is typical of many early papers in that the implica
tions of the plea were not supported by research evidence.
In terms of evaluation of teaching competence, he suggest
ed that the instructor himself, or at best the learned
community, is the most valid judge of that person's com
petence .
Jordan's call for effective teaching failed to men
tion evaluation other than indicating that the individual
instructor must be the judge of his own work.
this attitude had changed.

By 1926

MacCracken (1926), President

of Vassar College, called for student participation in
the process of faculty evaluation.

Similar to Jordan's

paper, MacCracken did not cite experimental evidence to
support his view.

His expression was essentially one of

opinion.
One of the earliest rating scales of teaching com
petence to appear was The Purdue Rating Scale for Instruc
tors developed by Brandenburg and Remmers (1927) .

This

Scale contained items for ten traits suggested by a "faculty-student committee for quality instruction" at the
3
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University of Chicago (Anon., 1926).
It was not until the 1920's that student evaluation
of college faculty members began to develop nationally as
an institutional policy.

Apparently the first specific

call for student evaluation of faculty members appeared
when H. Patterson (1922) suggested the possibility of
using student evaluations to help those instructors who
were seeking to improve their teaching.
During the next eight years, more than twenty-two
papers were published dealing with student evaluation of
faculty members.

The reasons for the increase may be in

ferred from Mueller's study.

Mueller (1950), suggested

that the "roaring twenties" were a time of increasing af
fluence and unprecedented increases in college enrollments.
The rapidly growing student bodies required that large
numbers of faculty members be added to collegiate staffs.
But, during this period, the salaries of college instruc
tors did not keep up with salaries of similarly qualified
persons in industry, and thus many of the more competent
were attracted to industrial positions.

As a result, a

clamor appeared in the literature for recognition of com
petent teachers and removal of the incompetent ones.

One

method suggested for identifying competent teaching was
student evaluation.
Among the first experimental studies of student rat
ings of faculty was one conducted by Patterson (1925), at
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5
the School of Education, Oklahoma A and M College during
the 1923-24 academic year.

Patterson used a simple seven-

item instrument with additional space for comments.

The

items dealt with room management, preparation for classes,
promptness, communication skills and courtesy.

Students

were required to sign their names to the evaluation.

The

instructors were rated each quarter and the ratings were
discussed between the department chairman and the instruc
tor.

Patterson suggested that although the system had ob

vious weaknesses, it was "more democratic, frank and much
more scientific than no supervision or the occasional vis
it method."
The University of Washington, through its Educational
Research Committee (Wilson, 1932) , came to the conclusion
that systematically gathered, students’ judgment of facul
ty teaching ability is one of the best ways to assess that
ability.

As a result, the University implemented one of

the first university-wide faculty-rating programs that was
described in the literature.
During the latter half of the 1920's many investiga
tions dealing with student rating of faculty were pub
lished.

Davis (1926), solicited opinions about the char

acteristics of a successful college instructor from seven
ty-five University of Michigan students.

Brook (1925),

studied alumni ratings of college teachers and courses.
Breed (1926), summarized, from the work of a faculty-stu-
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dent committee at the University of Chicago, a list of
desirable traits of a college instructor.

Rohrbach (1928),

worked with graduate and undergraduate students who pre
pared essays on ”How Could College Teaching be Made More
Interesting?"

In all these studies attempts were made to

produce a list of traits for instructors who were admired
by students, peers, and administrators.
The advent of student ratings was accompanied by com
ments from skeptics who claimed that students could not
discriminate between competent and incompetent instructors
(R.S., 1928).
criticisms.

But, several early reports attacked these
Among these was a study by Guthrie (1927),

who, after examining the validity of students' ratings,
concluded the following:
...There is considerable agreement among stu
dents concerning the ability of their teachers
...and student opinion is comparatively stable
from one year to the next. There is, in fact,
more consistency in student judgments of the
faculty than in faculty judgments of the facul
ty. It is quite possible that a just and ob
jective method of measuring the worth of a man
as a teacher should take student judgment into
account.
Reliability and validity studies published later that
year by Remmers and Brandenburg (1927) , concerning The
Purdue Rating Scale for Instructors produced some of the
earliest numerical data on faculty ratings.

These studies

indicated that students were able to discriminate between
faculty characteristics that were desirable and those that
were undesirable.

Further, they failed to show a "halo
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effect.”

These early studies provided data that suggested

that students are in fact able to recognize good teaching
and that student evaluations are reasonably consistent.
An example of another type of early study is that of
Crawford (1928) , who asked a class of fifty-four college
seniors and graduates in college teaching methods to list
as many specific weaknesses, defects, faults and short
comings in teaching as possible.

He then classified these

according to the following categories:
1. Defects in personality or temperament
2. Defects regarding academic freedom, propa
ganda, or dogmatism
3. Careless or unsatisfactory course planning
4.

Lack of study or keeping up with the age

5.

Defects relating to research writing and
publication

6.

Failure

7. Failure
8.

to teach on the student’s level
to be practical

Failure to develop research spirit in students

9.

Lack of personal interest in students

10.

Failure to make the class interesting

11.

Unsatisfactory practices regarding measurement

12.

Defects

in use of the lecture method...

However, no effort was

made other than simply to list the

weaknesses, defects, faults and shortcomings.
Almost as soon as it was published The Purdue Rating
Scale for Instructors was used by Remmers (1928) , to study
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student ratings of instructors.

His first study sought

answers to the question, "Do students who receive good
grades from an instructor rate that instructor higher than
those students who receive poor grades from the instruc
tor?"

He compared student grades and students' ratings of

faculty members and failed to find any apparent relation
ship between the grades awarded by the instructor and the
ratings the instructor received from the students.

This

particular study was one of those that helped to set the
stage for the discussion of the validity of student opin
ion since it indicated that students do not necessarily
use the evaluation process as a means of reprisal.
Blum (1936) , concluded that students were not influ
enced by their estimated grades when evaluating their in
structor using a simple rating technique.

He found that

students were able to estimate their grades accurately and
that these grades did not seem to influence the ratings
they gave their instructors.

This study supported Rem

mers' earlier findings.
The Purdue Rating Scale for Instructors was used for
various studies including a university-wide investigation
conducted by Heilman and Armintrout (1936) for the Univer
sity of Northern Colorado.

Students in fifty classes in

the Fall of 1935 rated forty-six faculty members.

Analy

sis of the data suggested that the students were able to
evaluate the faculty members objectively.

Significant
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differences were not found among the ratings given fac
ulty in the various divisions of the university.

System

atic relationships were not found between the ratings re
ceived and the sex of the faculty member, age of the
faculty member, or number of years of teaching experience.
The maturity of the rater seemed to be the only signifi
cant factor in that more mature raters tended to give
higher ratings.

One possible reason these early studies

failed to yield significant results was the lack of so
phisticated statistical techniques for analyzing data
collected from such studies.
During the following eight years, the events of
World War II reduced the number of research studies de 
voted to educational affairs.

A few studies published

during the early war years dealt with the identification
of the characteristics considered "desirable" in college
instructors.

One by Rousfield (1940), asked students to

list five characteristics that they thought desirable in
college instructors.

In order of frequency the first

five characteristics summarized from the responses were
these:
1.

Interest in students

2.

Fairness

3.

Pleasing personality

4.

Humor

5.

Mastery of subject area...
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It is interesting to note that two areas not listed in
the first five were reputation and research.

Students

questioned about the low ratings given to the character
istics of reputation and research indicated that "the
research man and the scholar tend to be poor teachers."
Bous field defended these research-oriented instructors
by stating that they provide prestige for their respec
tive institutions and certainly contribute to academic
progress.

Therefore he suggested that the instructors

sliould pay closer attention to the teaching assignments
for which they were hired.
A similar study by Lamson (1942), produced a list
of desirable traits.
ed:

These traits in rank-order includ

1) knowledge of subject matter, 2) personality,

3} fairness, 4) skill in teaching, 5) sincerity, 6) sense
of humor, and 7) appearance.

It may be noted that again

research and publication do not appear on the list.

Ap

parently students did not consider these traits to be
important.
Haggard (1943), undertook a followup to Lamson's
work using similar techniques with a group of freshmen
students from Western Washington College of Education.
Among the characteristics he found in rank-order were:
1) skill in teaching, 2) personality, 3) sense of humor,
4) ability to get along with students, 5) broadmindedness,
6) knowledge of subject matter, 7) patience and helpful-
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ness, 8) consideration in making assignments, and 9) ap
pearance and good speaking voice.
were listed by only a few

Other characteristics

students.

It may be noted that

research is not

listed in this group of desirable traits.

Rather, Haggard

suggested that freshmen place stronger

emphasis on thehuman relations side

of teaching than they

do on other characteristics.
McDonagh (1944) , citing the alleged tendency of some
instructors to "come to class with little or no prepara
tion," suggested that student evaluations might make the
instructors more aware of their regular responsibilities
for teaching.

Furthermore, he claimed that such evalua

tions would be helpful in recognizing good teaching.

This

would have the effect of upgrading teaching to what he
calls "its proper place in the services of the college."
Although his ideas seem worthy, his opinion is supported
by neither documentation nor bibliography.

Thus the paper

provides no more tangible evidence than the earlier papers
dealing with student evaluation of instructors.
McDonagh's views obviously invoked a response.

In

deed, the response came late that year in a long and im
passioned paper by Withington (1944) of Smith College.
Withington referred to such diverse publications as the
Bible and Shakespeare in suggesting that competent teach
ers are those who have a pleasant personality, provide
important service to the institution, and received high

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

12
grades in advanced study in their subject specialties.

He

suggested that grades are least important since they are
a reflection of opinion, a subjective measure.

Likewise

he claimed that since students are prejudiced they are in
capable of making objective evaluations of instructors.
Further, he claimed students who received poor grades are
most prejudiced.

Blum (1936), and Remmers (1927), of

course, demonstrated that this did not appear to be the
case.

Most of Withington's paper (1944) was based on

opinion and did not cite any pertinent research findings.
He suggested finally that, after all the imperfections
of evaluation instruments have been recognized, the ac
cumulation of such data may become a "harmless game,"
not to be taken too seriously.
Even before Withington's strong rejection of adminis
trative use of student evaluations, an anonymous instruc
tor (1939), listed many of the common objections to stu
dent ratings.

This instructor feared the consideration

of student opinions by the administration since he viewed
such opinions as being immature and unreliable and likely
to be based on popularity rather than on the recognition
of competent teaching.

He further suggested that students

who are required to take certain courses will in turn
"work a hardship" on those instructors when they rate them.
Although the author believed there is some value in stu
dent ratings he stated that the value is chiefly towards
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the "young and inexperienced teacher -- the old are set
in their ways and call the tune they have always called..."
Two other essays appearing about the time of the anon
ymous paper described above and expressing negative opin
ions of student ratings was one authored by an anonymous
writer R.S.

(1928), and one by M. Protzman (1929).

R.S.

suggested the widespread use of student evaluations would
generate the "professor-politician."

tie claimed that stu

dent evaluations represent nothing more tlian students
"blowing off steam."
Protzman (1929) , responding to a paper by Wykoff (1929) ,
disagreed with the tendency to measure everything.

He cast

doubt on the student’s ability to make valid judgments and
indicated some problems with student prejudices.

He claimed

that student ratings will be reviewed by administrators as
an absolute scale of the worth of an instructor.

Excluding

these four essays (R.S., Protzman, Anonymous, and Withing
ton), the remainder of the studies cited (Remmers, Branden
burg, Blum, Lamson, Haggard, Bousfield, Cole and others)
were generally supportive of student evaluation of college
teachers .
During the late nineteen forties there was a resur
gence of studies dealing with student evaluation of instruc
tors.

Blauch (1946), published an essay which synthesized

some of the important research on this subject during the
previous two decades.

His statement was strongly supportive
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of student evaluation.

Blauch based much of his essay on

the work of L. Cole (1940), in her book The Background
for College Teaching.

In that book, Cole synthesized the

findings of Remmers, Guthrie, Starrak and others in order
to illustrate that most of the common objections to stu
dent ratings were not supported by research findings.

She

summarized tlie findings of the first eighteen years of
research as follows:
Rating scales, if properly used and sensibly
interpreted, give information that cannot be
obtained in any other way. They have their
place in any plan for the evaluation and im
provement of college teaching. Although a
single student may be prejudiced in one way
or another, the testimony of an entire group
is both reliable and valid.
During the late forties a number of studies appeared
dealing with campus-wide evaluations.

C.F. Richards (1946),

at Denison; N. Fowler (1946), at Morehead State Teacher's
College ; W.W. Ludeman (1948), at Southern State Teacher's
College (South Dakota); and A.S. Goodhartz (1948), survey
ing Brooklyn College, published accounts of campus-wide
student evaluations of instructors.

In these studies both

faculty and administrators alike cooperated with the in
vestigators.

For the most part the results of, and tech

niques used in, these studies were similar.

The results

of tlie Brooklyn College study, in particular, demonstrated
that the students were consistent in rank-ordering what
they believed to be the desirable attributes of instruc
tors.

This consistency was evident across a wide diver
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sity of students.
Another relevant study published at this time was that
of I-Ioppock (1947) , at New York University.

The results of

his student ratings were used as a basis for reappointing
part-time faculty.

Many of the part-time staff at New York

University were not trained as teachers but were hired b e 
cause of some specific skill.

Thus, the evaluations of

students were used to determine their opinions of these in
structors .
From the turn of the century until late 1948 more than
one hundred fifty studies dealing with teacher effective
ness and teacher evaluation appeared in the literature.
Barr and Jones (1948), published a survey of the related
literature in which they attempted to summarize positive
and/or negative findings about the various aspects of
teaching and teacher personality.

They studied 209 ques

tionnaires used in the various studies and prepared a list
of descriptive terms.
gories.

They placed these terms in nine cate

They then examined the findings of the various

studies and listed the positive, negative and zero-effect
results of each study.

Their summary demonstrated the wide

variety of terms used in describing teacher personality and
teacher behavior.

In addition, their findings indicated

that traits assumed to be positively related to teacher suc
cess, are so related.
Guthrie (1949), documented the teacher-evaluation pro

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

16
cedure at the University of Washington where, in 1944, the
faculty responded to a questionnaire supporting the idea
of a voluntary student evaluation program.

It was reasoned

by Guthrie that the student is in an excellent position to
evaluate the instructor's teaching ability since he/she ob
serves the daily classroom behavior of the instructor.
Without producing specific data he suggested that student
evaluations are both reliable and valid indicators of the
strengths and weaknesses of an instructor.
Riley, Ryan and Lifshitz (1950), authored one of the
first books about teacher evaluation.

The materials in

the book emerged from a study conducted through the Depart
ment of Sociology of Rutgers University with support from
the Carnegie Corporation.

Combining the findings from a

review of previous studies with a study of the faculty and
student body of Brooklyn College, they described what stu
dents say they want and what students indicate they are ob
serving in the classroom.

For the purpose of analysis, the

college was divided into three groups:

arts, biological

and physical sciences, and social sciences.
and III summarize the findings of the study.

Tables I, II
These Tables

appear on pages 17 to 19.
Faculty reaction to the study was overwhelming approv
al.

Two out of three personal responses six months after

the evaluation indicated favor for the evaluation and that
it should be repeated.

Of the one third who were not in
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Table I
Scores Given Instructors in Two Attributes of Teaching by Students of
Various Scholastic Standings*

Fairness in
Examinations

Attitude
Toward
Students

65
59
53

74
72
65

66

79
73
69

(

77
70

C

Number of
Ratings *

Scores given
Arts Teachers by:
Superior students
Average students
Poor students

Cl,258)
C 713)
502)

c

Science Teachers:
Superior students
Average students
Poor students

57
54

C

736)
360)

c

390)

Social Science Teachers:
Superior students
Average students
Poor students

68

62
55

68

C
C

806)
549)

407)

Students receiving an average grade of ”B" or better are designated "superior,
those receiving "B-" or "C+" are called "average," while "poor" refers to all
students whose average grade is "C" or less.
From Mueller (1950) .

Table II
Scores Given Instructors in Three Attributes of Teaching by Students of
Various Scholastic Standings

Speaking
Ability

Knowledge
of Subject

Attitude
Toward
Subject

Number of
Ratings

74
74
72

89
87
89

81
77
76

(1,258)
( 713)
( 502)

76
73
69

79
76
76

(
(
(

736)
360)
390)

70

81
79
77

(
C
(

806)
549)
407)

Scores given
Arts Teachers by:
Superior students
Average students
Poor students
Science Teachers:
Superior students
Average students
Poor students
Social Science Teachers :
Superior students
Average students
Poor students

From Mueller (1950) .

68
66

Table III
Faculty Ratings According to Age of Instructors

20-39

40-49

50-69

Organization

60%

49%

38%

Speaking ability

56

54

37

Ability to explain

58

50

39

Percent above median in;

Encouragement to thinking

50

54

45

Attitude toward students

54

48

45

Knowledge of subject

38

63

57

Attitude toward subject

54

48

45

Fairness in examinations

51

50

42

Tolerance to disagreement

59

50

34

Personality

57

49

36

100%=(162)
From Mueller (1950).

(144)

(78)

20
favor, most of the individuals questioned the validity of
the questionnaire.
A comprehensive study of evaluation by students was
completed by Mueller (1950).

Mueller’s study encompassed

one thousand colleges and universities, of which three
hundred had experience with student evaluations.

His de

tailed analysis of eighty evaluation instruments was based
on those used by the three hundred schools.

In his analy

sis of evaluation instruments, Mueller categorized the mul
titude of traits listed in the eighty instruments into four
groups :
1.

Pedagogic practices.................... 63%

2.

Student-teacher relationships......... 17%

3.

Personal qualities of the instructor..20%

4.

The teacher and his subject........... 10%

From his study Mueller made the following recommendations;
1.

Faculty should be encouraged to seek systematic
student evaluations of their work.

2.

The administration should make available various
instruments for faculty evaluation when left to
the option of the individual instructor.

3.

In the case of widespread evaluations the instruc
tor should have at least one class evaluate his
work each year.

4.

Student ratings should be anonymous and should
not be given to the professor until after the
assignment of grades.

5.

College-wide evaluations should be made only
once per student generation.

6.

Unless agreed to by the faculty the evaluations
should not be used for retention, tenure or pro
motional decisions.
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7.

To prevent these data from being used by admin
istrators for the purposes above, the adminis
tration should not be given the data in a form
that identifies the individual instructors.

8.

The evaluation program should be a joint project
including both faculty and administration.

Although Mueller never administered an evaluation in
strument, his study served the purpose of pulling together
most of the information available at the time of his study
regarding student evaluation of college faculties and
stating the findings in a form readily available to facul
ties everywhere.
Despite the shortage of trained faculty in the 1950's
a number of significant studies were made.

At the begin

ning of the decade, Travers (1950), suggested two ways to
evaluate teachers.

One way might include evaluating the

student behavior in light of the instructor's behavioral
objectives.

The second way would include evaluating the

behavior of the teacher.

After suggesting some of the prob

lems with supervisor evaluations, he concluded that at that
time there were no methods available for appraising the ef
fectiveness of teaching in higher education.
One month after Travers’ paper appeared, Eckert (1950),
called for student evaluation of teaching.

She cited pre

vious research for arguments against the common criticisms
of student evaluation noted earlier in this paper and
claimed that student evaluations should be included as a
part of a comprehensive evaluation program.
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Hudelson (1951) , compared the grades received by stu
dents at West Virginia University with their ratings of
their instructors.

The coefficient of correlation between

the grades and ratings was .19- .05.

The low value of the

correlation suggested that there is little relationship
between the grade a student receives and the ratings he
gives instructors.
Teachers who received poor evaluations often stated
that students will eventually see the value of their courses
and in the end they will be vindicated.

Not so, according

to a study by Drucker and Remmers (1951) .

In their study

ninety-two instructors were rated by 158 alumni who had
been graduated at least ten years prior to the study.

These

ratings were then compared with ratings by 251 current stu
dents.

The authors showed that a significant positive re

lationship exists between the current ratings and the alumni
ratings.

Furthermore, it appeared that current students

rated the instructors slightly higher than the alumni al
though the difference was not statistically significant.
Finally, students and the alumni both agreed that "direct
instructional duties" are relatively important in deter
mining an instructor's rating using The Purdue Rating Scale
for Instructors.
Downie (1952), made a university-wide evaluation.

A

sample of 300 evaluations were drawn from 1600 evaluations
completed by students of the State College of Washington.
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Some of the most important of Downie's findings included
the following:

1) students with higher grade-point aver

ages (above 3.0) rated instructors lower on the item re
garding fulfillment of class objectives than students with
lower grade-point averages; 2) that same group of students
scored the instructors higher on twelve other items.

Items

rated higher by students with high-grade point averages in
cluded testing procedures, fairness of grading, objectivity,
promptness in returning tests, opportunity to discuss test
results and other items related to student-instruetor rela
tionships.

Generally, these items seemed to be the same

ones that reflected a grade bias in the study by Riley, et
a l ., (1950).

In required versus elective courses, the stu

dents rated organization and presentation of the course m a 
terial higher in the elective courses.

However, it was

found that in the required courses there was a greater
willingness on the part of the instructor to give indi
vidual help and to discuss tests with the students.

In

classes of thirty students or more, tlie instructional pro
cedures received lower ratings.

In the smaller classes,

the ins truetor-student relationships were rated lower.

In

structors holding the Doctor's or Master's degrees appeared
to organize their courses better than instructors with only
the baccalaureate degree.

A difference was not found be

tween men and women instructors nor between those with more
than five years experience and those with less.

Likewise,
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a difference was not found between instructors over forty
and those under forty, with respect to course organization.
An attempt to investigate the relationship between aca
demic achievement and student ratings was made by Russell
and Bendig (1953) .

Using grades from a first semester in

troductory psychology course, the investigators predicted
the expected grades of 1,103 students for the second semes
ter.

The achievement of these students in the second se

mester was then monitored.
three groups.

The students were divided into

The students in the first group exceeded

their predicted achievement.

The students in the second

group made grades equal to their predicted achievement ;
and the third group made grades lower than their predicted
achievement.

A significant difference was not found among

the ratings of the three groups.

Thus achievement showed

little or no relationship to the way students rated the in
structors .
Using the students at the Naval Air Technical School
at Jacksonville, Florida, Webb and Nolan (1955), compared
the students* ratings with self evaluation by instructors,
and ratings by the supervisors of the instructors.

The

coefficient of correlation (r) between the instructor self
ratings and the student ratings was .62 while the r between
student ratings and supervisor ratings was .13.

Thus there

appeared to be little relationship between the students*
and the supervisors * ratings of the same instructors.

It
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was suggested that the students and the supervisors may be
using different bases for judgment.

The analysis also showed

a negative correlation between instructor experience and rat
ings of the instructor by both the supervisors and students.
The supervisors rated the same instructors on two forms, the
standard Air Force form and one devised by the investigators.
The coefficient of correlation between the two forms for the
supervisors was .37, just barely significant at the .01 level.
Therefore, the consistency of the students' ratings was great
er than the supervisors' ratings.
In an effort to reduce the possibility of students fak
ing an evaluation or purposely evaluating an instructor lower
than he should be rated, the Forced-Choice technique was used
in an instrument developed by Lovell and Haner (1955), for
the evaluation of the faculty of Grinnel College.

This tech

nique greatly reduced the chances of students attempting to
give the instructor a deliberately high or low score.

Find

ings from the study showed that instructors with large
classes (over 31 students) were rated significantly lower
than instructors with intermediate size or small classes.
Likewise instructors teaching required courses were rated
lower than those teaching elective courses.

A significant

difference was not found between the ratings of men and
women.

Seniors were found to rate the instructor higher

than students at other levels.

Significant differences were

not found among the ways the lower three classes rated the
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instructors.

The test-retest reliability was found to be

r=.892 and the split half reliability was

.881.

Although

little evidence for deliberate faking of scores appears
in the literature, the Forced-Choice technique was suggest
ed for elimination of the practice while at the same time
providing a reliable method of evaluating teachers.
A study by Maslow and Zimmerman (1956), was designed
to determine whether a teacher who is actively conducting
research and publishing will be rated as highly both by
colleagues and students as those who are not.

The authors

indicated a high positive coefficient of correlation (r=.7 7 )
between the views of colleagues with respect to teaching
competence and active research activity.

Comparing the

student rating of the instructor "as a teacher" with col
leagues' ratings also showed a high positive coefficient
of correlation (r=.69).

These positive findings led the

authors to conclude the following:
Finally we may say a word about the validity
of student judgments of their teachers. These
correlate so well (r=.69) with faculty judg
ments of these same teachers that a faculty
cannot take student judgment lightly without
casting aspersions on its own competence to
judge.
Using a somewhat different approach to determining val
idity of student ratings, McKeachie and Solomon (1958),
studied the evaluations of instructors by students in lowerdivision courses in psychology and attempted to determine
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the relationship between the evaluations and tendency for
the students to elect advanced courses in psychology.
They reasoned that good instructors would stimulate the
student to take advanced courses.

Their data showed that,

students of instructors with high ratings had a greater
tendency to elect advanced psychology courses than students
of instructors with low ratings.

The authors caution,

however, that the relationship was not consistent and prob
ably should not be used for administrative purposes.
Barr and Jones (1958), reviewed the studies of the
measurement of teacher efficiency at all levels.

Their

conclusions appeared to be derived mainly from a study of
primary-and secondary-school studies rather than from
studies of college teaching.

They suggested that most of

the studies prior to 1958 dealt with surface aspects of
teaching and the teacher.

According to them there was a

need for studies dealing with the primary mental abilities
of teachers.

Furthermore, they noted a lack of continuity

in the research on student evaluations.

This last obser

vation reflected the dearth of research in this area, es
pecially at the college level.
Remmers (1959), summarized more than twenty studies
and over twenty years of accumulated data as he prepared
a new version of The Purdue Rating Scale for Instructors.
He concluded that student evaluations, when done systemati
cally and by classes of twenty-five students or more are as
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reliable as any of the best mental and educational tests
available at that time (1959) .
At the end of the 1950’s most of the old arguments for
and against student evaluation had been thoroughly studied
and investigators began to broaden the base of their re
search as well as seek new directions.

In viewing this

historical period Page (1974), summarized the arguments
both for and against student evaluation of instructors by
drawing from a publication by Remmers (1939).
Objections to student evaluation of teaching
The following objections to the use of student opinion
as a means of evaluating the effectiveness of teaching
have been especially emphasized:
1.

Students are not competent to judge the merit of
either the process or the results of teaching...

2.

It is a democratic fallacy that the teaching is
best which pleases the majority...

3.

Students are immature, superficial, mistaken and
prejudiced.
They are not only inclined to make
snap judgments but in general their judgments
are unreliable.

4.

The validity and reliability of student judgment
may be affected and distorted by a variety of fac
tors, among them grades, fondness or dislike for
teachers ("halo effect"), amount of work required
by the teacher, the student’s interest in the sub
ject, difficulty of the subject, pre-established
reputation of the teacher, dislike for or boredom
with too many ratings, general attitude toward the
school and lack of seriousness in carrying out the
ratings.

5.

Student ratings tend to disrupt the morale of the
faculty. Hostility to ratings on the part of fac
ulty members may interfere with teaching efficien
cy. . .
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.

7.

Student ratings tend to have a disruptive effect
on the morale of students...There is also the ex
pectation on the part of students and administra
tors that teachers should change their ways and
plans in accordance with the ratings.
Finally, the cost in time and money is frequently
urged as an objection to teacher rating by students.
Arguments for student evaluation of teaching

The arguments brought forward in favor of the use of
ratings and student opinion may be summarized as fol
lows :
1.

The educational process is in essence democratic,
and the use of student opinion makes possible a
wholesome kind of co-operative effort to improve
the learning situation.

2.

Any acceptable theory of learning stresses the im
portance of the learner's attitudes.
It is, there
fore, important to learn what these attitudes are
and to adjust the educational process to the atti
tudes in conformity with more valid criteria.

3.

Students alone observe the teaching process day
after day.
For that reason, the information ac
quired through systematic collection of their opin
ion is unique.

4.

Since student opinion in the form of gossip influ
ences students, teachers and administrators, re
gardless of any form of teacher rating, it would
be the part of wisdom to admit the fact and to cap
italize fully on its value.
"The views of the stu
dents may be prejudiced, mistaken, superficial, im
mature, but, whatever their validity, they exist
and exert a powerful influence on the effectiveness
of the course."

5.

Analysis of student opinion often calls attention
to undesirable attitudes, methods of instruction,
courses of study, teacher personality, etc., of
which teachers themselves are unaware.

6

.

Student opinion systematically collected might open
the eyes of the administrator to a situation in his
department, school or institution not readily dis
covered in any other way. As a result it may lead
to remedial measures.
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7.

8

Student opinion can be made to yield a single in
dex of the relative instructional strength of a
teacher.

.

Student opinion provides a quick, economical and
easy means of evaluating teaching.

9.

A rating program in which students participate tends
to increase the interest of the teaching staff in
teaching problems .

10.

Systematic study of student attitudes and opinion
makes possible a desirable sort of self-supervision
on the part of the teacher in contrast to other pos
sibly less desirable types of supervision.

11.

Student opinion can be collected as desired with a
minimum of interference with classwork.

Studies of the reliability of student evaluation of instruc
tors
Reliability refers to the consistency with which an in
strument measures a given parameter.
cannot be achieved.

Perfect reliability

However, most designers of such in

struments seek to produce one that generates similar data
each time it is administered.

Such an instrument would be

said to have a high coefficient of internal consistency
and would reflect an effort to minimize the effect of ran
dom error.

Both random and systematic error reduce the re

liability of an instrument.

Table IV summarizes the in

ternal consistency coefficients for six modern studies.
Only one of these instruments has a limit of confidence
too low to be acceptable.

In each case the coefficient is

high enough to assure that random error has been eliminated.
Table IV appears on page 31.
A further measure of freedom from random error is the
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Table IV
Illustrative Studies of the Internal Consistency of Student Ratings of Instructors

Study
liHierry (1951)

Student Sample
42
46

Lovell and
Haner (1955)

105 in 4
courses

Number and Kind
of Items

36 forced-choice
tetrads
11

Aleamoni and
Spencer (1973)

50 five-point
ratings

Odd-even means

ten-point
ratings

50 five-point
ratings

.79 corrected
50 .88
.67 - .91

Split-half(neg- .85
ative versus
to
positive items)
Split-half(mixed.87
negative and
to
positive)

Hildebrand,
Wilson, and
Dienst (1971)

1015 rating
past best and
worst instruc
tors

7-8 item sevenpoint ratings

Doyle (1972)

379 in 11
courses
379 in 11
courses

9-28 item 5-point Hoyt
ratings
2-6 item 5-point Hoyt
ratings

From Doyle (1975),

Internal
Consistency

12-item 25-point Split-half
ratings
140^item 25-point Split-half
ratings

Remmers and
1908 in 59
Weisbrodt(1965) courses
297 regardless
of courses

Statistical
Formula

Alpha

corrected
.92
corrected
.93

.80 - .89

.90 - .96
.61 - .92

test-retest stability.

Table V illustrates stability co

efficients for seven studies spanning the history of stu
dent evaluation.

Again the high coefficients of correla

tion indicate that, other conditions remaining stable,
the ratings are similar.

Of course stability may change

if instruction improves or deteriorates during the period
between the initial test and the retest.

As a measure of

freedom from random error, test-retest stability indicates
a high level of control.

Table V appears on page 33.

Along with random error, systematic error may reduce
the accuracy of an instrument.

Many possible sources for

systematic error have been identified in the literature
but only two seem to be related to the reliability of stu
dent evaluations.

One type of systematic error was iden

tified by Sharon (1970), in a study of leniency.

Students

who were told that their evaluations were to be used in
personnel decisions or that they would be expected to ex
plain their ratings to their professors, tended to be much
more lenient than students who were told their evaluations
were to be used for research purposes only.
Another type of systematic error that seems to be sig
nificant is the "halo effect."

This may occur when the

general impression one has of the instructor influences
the separate elements of a rater's evaluation.

An instruc

tor might be rated higher than normal on all items even
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TABLE V
Illustrative Studies of the Stability of Student Ratings of Instructors

Study

Student Sample

Remmers and Brandenburg
(1927)

30 - 33 in 3 courses

Time Interval
3 days

.42 - .92

4 weeks

.95

Root (1931)

200

Lovell and Haner (1955)

105 in 4 courses

2

Costin (1968)

Unreported number,
mostly in sections
of 1 large course

Mid-semester to end
of semester

in

1

course

weeks

Koolcer (1968)

92 in 4 sections

2

weeks

Costin (1971)

219 of 11 instructors

2

weeks

Kohlan (1973)

271 in

2 nd

From Doyle [1975).

8

classes

Stability

day of semester

.89
.41 - .87

.58 - .87
.67 - .77
.55 - .70

34
when he is particularly poor in one or more areas, simply
because the rater perceives him as an overall competent
teacher.

The converse is likewise true.

The rater may

perceive an instructor as generally weak and thus rates
all items below normal.

The halo effect also occurs when

the rating of the first characteristic influences subse
quent ratings whether high or low.

The halo effect is

difficult to measure but has been reported in at least
three modern studies, namely those of Doyle (1975),
Isaacson, et a J ., (1964), and Holmes (1964).

In two of

these studies the effect was revealed through factor anal
ysis and correlation matrices that indicated a high rela
tionship between totally unrelated items.

In each case

the investigator pointed out the fact that the halo effect
is minor and does not prevent the extraction of meaning
ful information from the data.
In conclusion, Doyle (1975), suggested that for the
purpose of instructional improvement, the "home-grown"
variety of teacher evaluation instrument was generally
adequate except for the most poorly designed instruments.
If, however, the ratings were to be used for determining
the employment status of personnel, a systematic effort
should be made to assure a reduction in both random error
and the various types of systematic error.
Studies of the validity of student evaluations
The validity of student evaluations has been questioned
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since the nineteen twenties,

Remmers and Brandenburg (1927),

suggested that since the evaluations were measuring student
opinion and nothing else that the concepts of reliability
and validity were synonymous.

The acceptance of this view

point was evident in the literature until the study of
J.E. Ware (1974), at Southern Illinois University.

Ware

asked the question, "What do students really evaluate?"
He based his study of lecture effectiveness on a simple ex
periment by Carpenter and Haddan (1964) .

An instructor

invited a friend, who excelled at presenting glib gener
alities and nonsense in a confident and interesting manner,
to address his class .

The week after the lecture the class

was asked their impressions of the speaker.
was unanimously favorable.

The response

Then the class was asked to re

call the material presented by the lecturer.

Without ex

ception they could not recall any substantive material from
the lecture.

The lecturer had spoken in broad generalities,

telling humorous stories that had little connection with the
lecture topic.

The students were obviously entertained and

some asked that the lecturer be invited back for a return
engagement.

Naftulin, Ware and Donelly (1973), performed

an experiment based on the experience reported above.

The

research hypothesis stated by the investigators was, "Given
a sufficiently impressive lecture paradigm, an experienced
group of educators participating in a new learning situa
tion can feel satisfied that they have learned despite ir-
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relevant, conflicting, and meaningless content conveyed by
the lecturer.”

The hypothesis was tested by hiring a Holly

wood actor to pose as Dr. Myron L. Fox.

The investigators

gave Dr. Fox an impressive degree and resume including nu
merous ficticious publications.

The lecturer was coached

on two occasions so as to present his lecture and to conduct
his question and answer period with a great deal of nonsense,
double talk, nonsequiturs and contradictory statements.

The

talk was to be laced with irrelevant humorous stories, and
meaningless references to unrelated topics.

The first ex

perimental group consisted of eleven psychiatrists, psychol
ogists and social workers.
backgrounds.

The second group had similar

The third group consisted of thirty-three

educators and administrators enrolled in a graduate level
course in educational philosophy.
uation are shown in Table VI.

The results of the eval

Table VI appears on page 37.

Using the chi-square analysis technique, the investigators
showed that the probability of chance evaluations as high
as those received by Dr. Fox were less than .001.

From

this analysis it was inferred that Dr. Fox had successfully
"seduced” the listeners into feeling satisfied that they
had learned, while in actuality they had received nothing
but doubletalk and nonsense.

The authors reasoned that,

since a dramatic stage presence seems to increase audience
attention and appreciation, perhaps instructors should be
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TABLE VI
Examples of Items Used and
Percentage of Responses* for Three Groups

Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Did he dwell upon the ob
vious ?

50

50

0

1 00

28

72

Did he seem interested in
his subject?

100

0

91

9

97

3

Did he use enough examples
to clarify his material?

90

10

64

36

91

9

Did he present his material
in a well-organized form?

90

10

82

18

70

30

100

0

91

9

87

13

90

10

82

18

81

19

0

100

9

91

0

100

Did he stimulate your think
ing?
Did he put his material
across in an interesting
way?
Have you read any of this
speaker's publications?
Specify any other important
characteristics of his
presentation.
*

"Yes" responses to all but item 1 are considered favor
able.

trained in dramatics or that actors be coached to present
academic materials in a dramatic and persuasive manner.
The "Dr. Fox effect" might have remained just another
experiment in student evaluation had the story not received
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national coverage in the press.
gust 14, 1973;

(Los Angeles Times, A u 

the Chronicle of Higher Education, Octo

ber 15, 1973; Psychology Today, October, 1973 and Medical
World News, November 23, 1973).

The study was summarized

in the press without critical review and received wide
spread publicity.

Several months later Robert Kaplan

(1974), published a critical review of the "Dr. Fox" study
showing that the study had several serious errors that call
into question the reported results of the study.

For ex

ample, Kaplan (1974), noted that people frequently are not
willing to contradict known authorities no matter how ri
diculous their statements sound.

Dr. Fox was introduced

as a national authority on his topic.

Second, there was

no control speaker used and consequently no comparison be
tween the actor and the control could be made.

Whereas

one of the major research findings stated that the listen
er could be "seduced into an illusion of having learned,"
Kaplan (1974) , indicated tliat in no case did any of the
evaluative questions
learned anything.

(eight in all) ask if the listener

Therefore, the evaluation instrument

measured something quite different from learning.

Appar

ently the instrument measured only listener satisfaction.
One of the most glaring errors cited by Kaplan was that
the authors of the study completely ignored the voluminous
supporting literature in several fields.

Kaplan claimed

that many of the weaknesses of the study might have been
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avoided had an adequate literature search preceded the ex
periment .
One significant result of this study, however, is that
the study called into question much of the previous work
by investigators on the validity of student evaluations.
The press disseminated the story widely but never dissemi
nated the criticisms of the study.

This has resulted in

the revival of many of the old criticisms of student eval
uations long since invalidated by extensive experimenta
tion .
Factors affecting student evaluation
What factors affect student evaluations of teachers?
Without doubt, the most frequently investigated factors
appearing in the literature include those which might be
considered demographic such as the variables of student
age, sex, marital status, and year in school.

Studies of

such demographics have occasionally found isolated in
stances of factors that appear significant.

However, the

investigators generally have failed to find that students’
sex, age, year in school are significantly related to the
evaluations.

(Guthrie, 1927; Bendig, 1952; and Riley, 1952).

Investigations into the relationship between student
ability and evaluation, on the other hand, have produced
significant results.

Most studies have shown positive re

sults that indicate that higher ratings come from students
with higher abilities.

(Starrak, 1934; Heilman and Armen-
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trout, 1936; Blum, 1936; Remmers, 1928; and Doyle, 1975).
Student motivation has been suggested by many inves
tigators as possibly being related to evaluations of in
structors.

Gage (1966), found that, indeed, students who

were required to take a course rated the course signifi
cantly lower than students who were not required to take
the course.

Likewise Lovell and Haner (1955), described

a positive relationship between elective courses and rat
ings.

But Heilman and Armentrout (1936), and Doyle and

Whitley (1974), failed to find a significant relationship.
Thus, if the relationship does exist, the studies in which
it lias been investigated have not produced consistent re
sults .
Another factor affecting evaluations seems to be class
size.

Gage (1961), and others have shown that classes

smaller than about twenty-five students tend to evaluate
their instructors higher than do students in larger classes.
It has not been determined whether the relationship depends
on the possibility that the teacher of smaller classes is
more accessible to the students or the possibility that
student-student interaction and student-teacher interaction
might be more positive in the smaller classes.
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Questions to be Answered
The first question this study addresses is descriptive
in nature, namely, "How do the science faculty members in
small liberal-arts colleges describe a typical week's ac
tivities?"

Further, "How do these faculty members describe

their contributions to their respective institutions?"
A search of the literature fails to show that demograph
ic variables such as sex, age and class in school are usu
ally related to student evaluations.

However, no study has

been found related to the issue of faculty training in pro
fessional education courses and student evaluation of teach
ers.

This may be partly due to the fact that most of the

major studies published to date have been conducted at large
institutions.

Normally these institutions have faculties

that are largely research oriented.

Few, if any, of the in

structors would have completed coursework in professional
education.

The small colleges, however, draw their instruc

tors from the pool of public-school or parochial teachers
as well as research and industrial scientists.

Instruc

tors with such diverse backgrounds make it possible to ob
tain data pertaining to the question, "Does it do any good
to teach a college instructor to teach?"

It is reasonable

to suggest that professional education courses are designed
to teach the student the skills, concepts and techniques
that will make him a more effective teacher.

Thus the fol
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lowing hypothesis seems reasonable:
IL:

Instructors who have completed fif
teen or more semester hours of pro
fessional education courses will be
rated higher by their students than
those instructors who lack this
training.

The differences that may be found will be considered sig
nificant if the probability of the observed t test is
less than .05.
The question of stability of student evaluations has
been investigated by many.

Coefficients of stability

have characteristically been high, generally greater than
.80.

Therefore it can be hypothesized:
: The average of the Student Ins truetional Report scores for the instruetors who were ranked first by
at least one student will be sig
nificantly higher than similar
scores of instructors who were
ranked middle or last.

Observed differences will be considered significant if the
probability of the observed t is less

than .05.

H 3 : Students will evaluate instructors
who have completed the Ph.D. Degree
higher than instructors who have
completed the Master’s Degree or less.
The differences that may be found will be considered sig
nificant if the probability of the observed ;t test is less
than .05.
Summary
The history of the student evaluation of college in
structors is a long one.

From a crude beginning complete
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with emotional pleas and denunciations to the first sys
tematic studies of the 1920’s on through the development
of sophisticated instruments and computer analysis, the
process of student evaluations has evolved into a highly
scientific enterprise.

Instruments have been devised that

identify specific areas of concern for individual faculty
members.

Student evaluations have been shown to be both

reliable and valid.

In most of the studies the single

most important variable is generally the personality of
the instructor.
al

This latter viewpoint led Naftulin, et

(1973), to suggest that certain personality types

be selected and trained to be teacher-actors.
This study will extend the research on student eval
uations to the small liberal-arts colleges where little
research on this subject has been done.

Information gained

from a study of this nature may be useful to these colleges
in the selection of new instructors.
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CHAPTER II
PROCEDURE
The Population and the Sample
Almost without exception, the many published studies
dealing with student evaluation of instruction have been
undertaken in large colleges and universities.

In Chap

ter I, it was suggested that small colleges with fewer
than

2,000

sities.

students are different from the large univer

Thus, the appropriate techniques for evaluating

instructors in these colleges may also be different.
The differences between these small and large insti
tutions are reflected in many ways other than in the num
bers of students and instructors.

Many of these small

colleges are affiliated with an organized church denomi
nation.

Consequently their funding, as well as much of

their policy, are often related to the views of the par
ent church.
Another area of differences involves recruiting prac
tices.

Because of the close ties to a specific church,

the recruitment of faculty members is often confined to
individuals who embrace the specific doctrines of beliefs
of the parent church.

This obviously restricts the breadth

of faculty recruiting program.

As stated in Chapter I,

many science faculty members in these small colleges come
44
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from teaching positions in public or parochial schools,
industry, and the ministry.

Thus, the small colleges are

an appropriate population for collecting data related to
the questions posed in Chapter I.
For the purpose of this study, the subjects were lim
ited to those who taught biology and chemistry in these
small colleges.

Originally, it was intended to include

instructors of earth science and physics, but only two of
the cooperating colleges had extensive offerings in earth
science (astronomy, meteorology, and geology) and only
one offered a major in physics.

However, all the cooper

ating institutions offered a major in biology and most of
fered a major in chemistry.

In those institutions in

which a chemistry major was not offered, there was, never
theless, supporting work in chemistry available for the
students.
Riley e_t al

(1950), found that science students eval

uate their instructors in a manner different from, and more
consistent than, other categories of students.

Thus, it

was decided to ask senior biology and chemistry instructors
from whom they had taken classes.

It was reasoned that

seniors would have had maximal exposure to the instructors.
The investigator is a faculty member at a small churchrelated college similar to those in the sample.

In order

to obtain the data needed from similar colleges, it was
reasoned that the least threatening approach was to solicit
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cooperation through a unifying organization, in this case,
the Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges (CASC),
with headquarters in Washington, B.C.

CASC member colleges

seek to improve their educational programs by cooperating
in many on-going programs aimed at upgrading their educa
tional offerings.

For this reason, it was believed that

the CASC colleges would be likely to cooperate in a study
of student evaluations.
Because of limited funding and time, only the member
CASC colleges in Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan were chosen
for this study.

In April 1974, twenty-seven member col

leges were identified in these three states.

All twenty-

seven were requested to participate in the study.

From

contacts with the colleges the following was determined:
1)

four colleges did not offer science majors;

2)

colleges declined to cooperate in the study; and

three
3)

the

spring term at three colleges ended prior to the date of
data collection for this study.

All these were eliminated

from the study, in addition to the investigator’s home in
stitution.

The member colleges that agreed to cooperate

are listed below:
Aquinas College
Grand Rapids, Michigan
Bluffton College
Bluffton, Ohio
Cedarville College
Cedarville, Ohio
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Huntington College
Huntington, Indiana
Malone College
Canton, Ohio
Marion College
Marion, Indiana
Notre Dame College
Cleveland, Ohio
Oakland City College
Oakland City, Indiana
Ohio Dominican College
Columbus, Ohio
Rio Grande College
Rio Grande, Ohio
Saint Meinrad College
Saint Meinrad, Indiana
Spring Arbor College
Spring Arbor, Michigan
Taylor University
Upland, Indiana
Urbana College
Urbana, Ohio
Ursuline College
Cleveland, Ohio
Walsh College
Canton, Ohio
Sixty-nine faculty members participated in the study.
Of these, fifty-one were men and eighteen were women.
the eighteen women, thirteen were teaching nuns.

Of

The in

structors ranged in age from twenty-seven to sixty-nine,
with a median age of forty-five.

The age distribution

was bimodal with the primary mode around thirty-three
years, and the secondary mode in the mid-forties.

By aca-
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demie rank, the participating faculty members included six
instructors, nineteen assistant professors, twenty-three
associate professors, and twenty-one professors.

In terms

of highest degree earned, one instructor had completed
only the Bachelor’s Degree, twenty-seven had completed the
Master’s Degree, forty had completed the Ph.D. Degree and
one had completed the Doctor of Education Degree.

Forty-

one of the faculty members had completed fifteen or more
hours of coursework in professional education.

One instruc

tor had completed five hours of such coursework and twentyseven had not completed any training in professional edu
cation.

Thus, 59.5% of the faculty members were teachers

certified to teach at the elementary or secondary level,
whereas 40.5% had little or no training in professional ed
ucation .
As indicated earlier, the faculty members in these
small colleges were recruited mainly from positions in
public or parochial teaching, industrial positions, and
the ministry.

Occupations listed by the faculty members

included thirty-three instructors whose primary occupation
prior to college teaching was public or parochial teaching,
fifteen who moved directly from a graduate program into
college teaching, twelve who were recruited from the busi
ness-industrial community, three from the medical profes
sions, two with military experience, and three from the
ministry.
Of the seniors participating in the study, forty-eight
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were male and thirty-nine were female.

Twenty were chem

istry majors; sixty-three were biology majors, four did
not indicate majors, and one had a double major in biology
and chemistry.
Collection of Data
Data were collected from instructors and students dur
ing personal visits to the respective colleges.

The aca

demic dean of each college was contacted by telephone and
a request for the cooperation of the institution’s chemistry
and biology divisions was made.

In many cases the approv

al was granted directly by the dean at that time.

However,

several deans consulted with their science faculties be 
fore granting permission.

In two cases, the dean requested

a written description of the study to present to the fac
ulty.

The three colleges that declined to participate gave

no written reason, other than that the faculty did not
choose to participate.

However, in discussion with two of

the deans it was suggested that this type of study repre
sented a threat to their faculties.
After the initial contact with the academic dean, the
chairmen of the respective divisions were contacted by
telephone to arrange for a personal visit to the campus.
In most cases, the visits were grouped to allow several
colleges to be visited on one trip.

In each case, the

division chairman made appointments with the individual
instructors and students who were subjects.

The investi
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gator met with each instructor for a personal interview
of approximately fifteen minutes.

During that interview,

the instructor was asked the question found on Part 1 of
the Faculty Background questionnaire that appears on pages
51 and 52.

The instructor was then given brief instruc

tions for completing Part 2 in anecdotal form.

The in

structions emphasized the differences between required
and voluntary activities in Items 2 and 3 in Part 2.

The

completed form was picked up later by the investigator.
In the event the instructor was not present at the time
of the campus visit, a form was left with the chairman of
the division with a stamped, self-addressed envelope and
instructions to return the completed form by mail.

In

only one case of about ten was the form not returned.

One

instructor was eliminated from the study because of his
prolonged absence from the campus on field work and the
inability to get a questionnaire to him.

The usable data

therefore came from 97% of the biology and chemistry in
structors of the cooperating colleges.
To obtain the evaluations from the senior biology and
chemistry majors, the chairmen of the divisions involved
made appointments for the students to meet with the inves
tigator individually or in small groups.

At those meetings

the students were given the following verbal instructions:
My name is Philip McLaren and I am a doctoral
student at Western Michigan University working
under Dr. George Mallinson.
I am studying the
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FACULTY BACKGROUND
COLLEGE
NAME
SUBJECT AREA

HIGHEST EARNED DEGREE

DATE OF HIGHEST DEGREE
YEARS IN PRESENT POSITION
TEACHING EXPERIENCE PRIOR TO PRESENT POSITION:
ELEMENTARY (K-6 )

_________ YEARS

JUNIOR HIGH (7-9)

_________ YEARS

HIGH SCHOOL (10-12)

_________ YEARS

COLLEGE

_________ YEARS

EXPERIENCE OTHER THAN TEACHING IN WHICH YOU WERE ENGAGED
FOR MORE THAN NINE MONTHS OF ANY YEAR AND WHILE YOU WERE
NOT TEACHING.
OCCUPATION______________________________________ YEARS ____
OCCUPATION______________________________________ YEARS ____
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND:
EDUCATION COURSE WORK TOTAL NUMBER OF HOURS
UNDERGRADUATE _________ SEMESTER/QUARTER HOURS
GRADUATE

SEMESTER/QUARTER HOURS

HAVE YOU PARTICIPATED IN ANY SEMINAR OR SHORT-COURSE TYPE
TRAINING EXPERIENCES AIMED AT IMPROVING YOUR TEACHING PER
FORMANCE BUT NOT INCLUDED IN YOUR FORMAL WORK IN EDUCATION?
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Weekly Activities:
1.

There are many activities related to education,
some required and some not, in which a college
teacher becomes engaged during the course of a
week. Will you describe briefly in anecdotal
form in 200 words or less what may be a typical
week's activity for you?

Of the activities required of you as a faculty
member, other than teaching, please indicate
one or two in which you believe you make the
most effective contribution.
Describe them
briefly.

3.

Of the activities in which you engage voluntarily
as a faculty member please indicate one or two in
which you believe you make the most effective con
tribution. Describe them briefly.
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relationships of certain background character
istics of science instructors with student
evaluations of those instructors.
The respon
ses you make today will be entirely anonymous
since they will not be seen by anyone except
my advisor and myself. Thus, your evaluations
will neither help nor hinder the instructors
involved, since they will not see the evalua
tions.
Instead, your evaluations will be
thrown into a statistical hopper to be ana
lyzed along with the evaluations of all the
other seniors participating in this study. A
final report will be sent to each cooperating
institution which will contain summaries of
the data that will not allow the identification
of any school, instructor, or student. No one
at this school will see these evaluations.
There
fore, please be as realistic and fair as possible
as you complete the forms.
On the mimeographed form, please list in rankorder each of the biology and chemistry instruc
tors you have had at this school. List only
those instructors who are currently teaching
here. Begin with the best instructor and end
with the least best. When this is completed,
please complete the attached copy of the Stu
dent Instructional Report for each instructor
you have had at this college.
Please sign your
name on each copy of the evaluation form so that
your answers can be correlated with your back
ground. When completed, hand the forms directly
to m e .
The Instruction Form and Student Instructional Report
appear on pages 54 and 55.
In some cases, students were absent on the day of the
visit, and materials were left with those students who were
present for distribution to the absentees.

These materials

included the form with instructions and a stamped, self-addressed envelope with instructions to mail the completed
forms directly to the investigator.

Approximately fifteen

sets of forms were left for students, and ten of these were
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INSTRUCTIONS;
The Student Instructional Report is designed to measure
the effectiveness ot individual professors teaching individ
ual courses. However, certain items deal with the overall
effectiveness of the professor. This study is most concerned
with those items.
In completing this form evaluate each professor on the basis
of his overall performance in all the courses you took from
him/her.
This information will not be made available to the pro
fessor nor to any college personnel.
Your name____________ ________ _________ Major_________________
Professor you are evaluating_________________________________
College_______________
Below please rank the professors you have had from Best - 1
on down.
1. __________________________________

2 . __________________________________
3. __________________________________
4. __________________________________

5.
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S

t u d e im t

I

n s t r u c t io n a l

R E P O R T
S IR R e p o rt N u m b er

is questionnaire gives you an oppo rtun ity to express anonymously your views of this course
nd the way it has been taught. Indicate the response closest to your view by blackening the
ppropriate oval. Use a soft lead pencil (preferably No. 2) for all responses to the questionnaire.
I ink or ball point pen.
SECTION I Items 1-20. Blacken one response number for each question.
NA

SA
A
D
SD

101 - Not Applicable or don'l know. The statement doe
able to give a knowledgeable response.
141 = Strongly Agree. You strongly agree with the stater
as it applies to this course or instructor.
131 = Agree. You agree more than you disagree with the
ment as it ap,)lies to this course or instructor.
(2) - Disagree. You disagree more than you agree with t
statement as it applies to this course or instructor.
ID -• Strongly Disagree. You strongly disagree with the

SA

A

D

SD

The instructor's objectives lor the course have been made clear.............................................
There was considerable agreement between the announced objectives of the course and
what was actually taught.........................................................................................................
The instructor used class time w ell..............................................................................................
The instructor was readily available for consultation w ith students......................................
The instructor seemed to know when students d id n 't understand the material...................
Lectures were too repetitive of what was in the textbook(s)..................................................
The instructor encouraged students to th ink for themselves..................................................
The instructor seemed genuinely concerned w ith students' progress and was actively
he lpfu l........................................................................................................................................
The instructor made helpful comments on papers or exams...................................................
The instructor raised challenging i|uestions or problems for discussion................................
In this class I fe lt free to ask i|uostions or express my opinions..............................................
The instructor was well prepared for each class.........................................................................
The instructor told students how they would be evaluated in the course.............................
The instructor summarized or emphasized major points in lectures or discussions.............
My interest in the subject area has been stimulated by this course...................................
The scope of the course has been too lim ited; not enough material has been covered...
Examinations reflected the im portant aspects of the course..............................................
I have been putting a good deal of effort into this course..................................................
The instructor was open to other viewpoints.......................................................................
In my opinion, the instructor has accomplished (is accomplishing) his or her objective

I SECTION

II Items 21 31. Blacker

le response number for each questior

For my preparation and ability, the
level o f d iffic u lty o f this course was;

For me, the pace at which the instructor
covered the material during the term was;

Very elementary
Somewhat elementary
A bout right

Very slow
Somewhat slow
Just about right

Somewhat d iffic u lt
Very d iffic u lt

The work load for this course in relation
to other courses of equal credit was:
ighti

Heaviei
Much heavier

< Somewhat fast
' Very fast

To what extent did the instructor use exami
or illustrations to help clarify the material?
Fretjuently
Occasionally

Seldom

About the
Copyright ■ 1971 by Educ

572IVlFtC34P200X
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Was class size satisfactory for the
method of conducting the class?
No, class was too small
It did n't make any d iffe r
ence one way or the other
Which one o f the fo llow ing best
describes this course for you?

Yes, most o f the time
No, class was too large

Major re(|iiireinent or
elective w ithin major field
required elective o
side major field

College requirement but
not part o f my major
or minor field
Elective not required in
any way

' No credit

What is your approxin
grade-point average?
1.00-1,49
Less than 1.00

3.50-4.00
3.00-3.49
2.50-2.99
2.00-2.49

None yet-freshm an

Which one o f the fo llow ing was your most
im portant reason for selecting this course?
Friend(s) recommended it
Faculty advisor's recommendation
Teacher's excellent reputation
T hought I could make a good grade
Could use pass/no credit option
It was required
Subject was of interest

What is your class level?
Freshman
Sophomore

< Senior
' Graduate

Female

SECTION III Items 32-39. Blacken one response number
for each c|unstion.

Overall,
Overall,
Overall,
I w ould
I w ould
Overall,
1 would

I w ould rate the textbook(s)................................................................ ,
I w ould rate the supplementary readings............................................
I would rate the quality of the exams
o
rate the general quality of the lectures
.
rate the overall value of class discussions
-.
I w ould rate the laboratories................................................................
rate the overall value of this course to me as
n

t,
'
;
i
?
<

Compared to other instructors you have had (secondary school and college), how effective
has the instructor been in this course? (Blacken one response number.)
One o f the most
More effective
Not as effective
effective
than most
About
as most
(among the top 10%)
(among the to p 30%)
average
(in the lowest 30%)
SECTION IV I te s 40 49.

One o f the least
effective
(in the lowest 10%)

If the instructor provided supplementary questions and response options, use
this section for responding. Blacken only one response number for each question.

If you would like to make additional comments about the course or instruction, use a separate
sheet o f paper. You might elaborate on the particular aspects you liked most as well as those
you liked least. Also, how can the course or the way it was taught be improved? PLEASE
G IV E THESE COMMENTS TO THE INSTRUCTOR.

If you have any comments or suggestions about this questionnaire (for example, the content or
responses available), please send them to: Student Instructional Report, Educational Testing
Service, Princeton, New Jersey 08540.
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returned.

The eighty-seven students who completed eval

uations represented 95% of the senior biology and chemistry
majors of the cooperating institutions.

During student

interviews, only the investigator and the students involved
were present.

In some cases, the students required as long

as thirty minutes to complete the Student Instructional Re
ports for all their instructors.
Data Analysis
The Faculty Background questionnaire was divided into
two parts.

The first part was administered by the inves

tigator and sought demographic and educational information.
As noted earlier, the instructor filled out the second part
that contained three items.

The first item dealt with the

normal activities of an instructor during a typical week.
The second sought the opinions of the instructor concern
ing what he believed to be his major contributions to his
institution in terms of required duties.

The third re

quested a brief statement of voluntary activities that the
instructor believed to be a major contribution to the insti
tution.

The normal activities of an instructor during a

typical week listed under Item 1, Part 2 of the question
naire included, upon examination, the following categories:
Direct teaching (lecture-laboratory)
Lecture-laboratory preparation
Academic advising or counseling
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Divisional or administrative duties
such as ordering supplies and repair
ing instruments
Community service programs including
learned society activities
Personal help with classwork or per
sonal problems
Informal conversations with both stu
dents for "getting to know the stu
dents" and colleagues
Personal or student research activities
Committee assignments
Service to the college other than above,
including mail sorting, drama, club ad
visors, and advising
Reading scientific literature to "stay
caught up"
Church-related activities or religious
life, including chapel attendance
Hobbies
Graduate education
The anecdotal responses of the instructors were placed
into general categories under appropriate headings.

A

tally was recorded under the appropriate category once
for each instructor even when several examples of the
same kind of activity were included.

Three examples of

these anecdotes appear below exactly as they were submitted:
Example 1
Faculty response:
Monday am. arrive at 7:20 to set up lab
ect. for 9am to 11 am. May have informal
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meetings before lab.1 1 - 1 2 counseling or
conversation(office hours). 12:30-2:20
class, set up appointments between class.
2:30- 3:20 class, 3:30-5:10 lecture.
5:30 leave school. Tuesday am. -organize
materials from yesterday’s class-finish
class preps- counseling-problems-help
students. 12 :30-3: 30 lab and class.
3: 30-4:30 office hours - Evening prep.
Weds.-meetings at school-correspondanceclass preps. Thursday a.m. class preps,
correspondance, office hours-class 12:30
to 5:30 as on Monday-Friday-office hours,
committee meetings every other fridaylibrary work-professional readings Sat
urday a.m. class prep for Monday- Sunday
evening and night the same. Added to
this, informal meetings w/ other faculty
and faculty of other disciplines. Student
activity-fieldtrips-Students can call at
night and they do periodically-workshops
cultural events, home and prayer life.
Inservice.
The response was tallied under the following activities :
1) Direct teaching
2) Laboratory and class preparation
3) Divisional or administrative duties
4) Personal help with classwork or personal
problems
5) Informal conversation with students
6)

Committee assignments

7) Service to the college other than above
8)

Reading scientific literature

9) Church-related activities or religious life.
Example 2
Faculty response :
Two or three hours in chapel. Several hours
per week may be spent in the administrative
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affairs and educational pursuits of the (name
deleted) Wilderness Center, an outdoor
educ. facility-nonprofit. A couple hours
per week may be devoted to the (name de
leted) Kiwanis Club. Three or four hours
may be consumed in the travel to and in
observation of student-teachers (secondaryBiology). Perhaps two hours per week are
devoted to comm.mtgs. For two or three hours
I may be informally involved with students.
Six to ten hours may be spent in the class
room, with eight to ten hours as a consultant
in the bio-learning center.
I also teach a
S.S. Class.
Nature photog
and talks to
garden clubs may be added.
This response was

tallied under the followingactivi-

1) Church-related or religious life
2) Community service
3) Committee assignments
4) Informal conversation with students
5) Direct teaching
6)

Lecture-laboratory

7) Hobbies
Although the two examples above illustrate more or less
thorough answers to the first item, not all of the respon
ses were so complete.

The third example represents an ex

tremely brief response.
Example 3
Faculty response :
Preperation for class, Preperation for
labs. Departmental administration in
volving purchasing, inventorying, sched
uling. Advising students t Correspondance,
esp - recommendations.
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This response was scored for:
1) Direct teaching
2) Lecture-laboratory
3) Lecture-laboratory preparation
4) Divisional administrative duties
5) Academic advising
To test hypothesis

, the numerical scores for items

34 through 39 of the Student Instructional Report were
averaged.

This average became the individual evalua

tion score for that instructor.

The student evaluation

score for the instructor was the mean of all individual
evaluation scores for that instructor.

For the purpose

of testing this hypothesis, the instructors were divided
into two groups.

Group one consisted of those instruc

tors who had completed fifteen or more hours of education
coursework.

Group two consisted of those instructors who

lacked this training.

The mean student evaluation scores

were calculated for each group and the significance of the
difference between the means was tested by calculating the
;t ratio.

The differences were considered to be signifi

cant if the probability of the observed t was less than .05.
For the purpose of testing hypothesis II2 , the instruc
tors were divided into three groups on the basis of ranks
received from students on the numerical ranking form.

The

first group consisted of instructors who were ranked first
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by the individual students.

The last group consisted of

those instructors who were ranked last by the individual
students.

The remainder of the instructors made up the

second group.
Using the average score from the Student Instructional
Report, a mean rating for each group was calculated.

These

three means were then examined for statistically signifi
cant differences by applying the t test.

Differences ob

served were considered significant if the probability of
the observed ;t was less than .05.
Hypothesis

was tested by dividing the instructors

into two groups, those who completed the Ph.D. Degree and
those who had not.

The mean student evaluation score for

each instructor was then recorded and averaged.

The dif

ference between these means was then tested by using the
t_ test.

The difference was considered significant if

the probability of the observed t was less than .05.
Summary
Because of the diverse occupational and educational
backgrounds of the faculty members of the CASC member col
leges, it seemed appropriate to seek data pertaining to
the research questions posed in Chapter I in these schools.
Because of limited funding and time, the member colleges
of Ohio, Indiana and Michigan were selected for the study.
Sixteen member colleges constituted the sample of colleges.
Sixty-nine biology and chemistry instructors cooperated
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in the study along with eighty-seven senior biology and
chemistry majors.
The data were collected during a personal visit to
each campus during the spring of 1975.

During this visit

the investigator met with each senior majoring in biology
or chemistry and each instructor in these areas to admin
ister the appropriate questionnaires.

Data pertaining to

the descriptive questions and the research hypotheses in
Chapter I were analyzed by commonly accepted statistical
methods.
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CHAPTER III
DATA ANALYSIS
Descriptive Data
The first portion of this study involved the collec
tion of data that were essentially descriptive.

The in

structors were asked first to describe in anecdotal form
their activities during a typical week.

Second, they were

asked to list one or two areas of required duties, other
than teaching, in which they thought they made their most
effective contribution to their institutions.

Third, they

were asked to list one or two voluntary activities in which
they thought they made their most effective contribution
to the college.
Nearly all the cooperating instructors completed the
first item concerning their activities during a typical
week.

The response of the faculty to the other two items

was not so complete.

Table VII is a summary of the activ

ities listed by the faculty members.

Table VII appears on

page 64.
Although all the instructors completed the first item,
some responses were very brief.

Thus, of sixty-nine in

structors responding, only sixty-three indicated that di
rect teaching activities were part of their normal week’s
activities.

The investigator assumes that this indicates

the instructor took it for granted that teaching activi63

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

TABLE VII
Numbers of Instructors Indicating Certain
Activities as Part of Their Typical Week's Effort

Activity or Duty

Number of Instructors

Direct teaching (lecture-laboratory)

63

Committee assignments

50

Lecture-laboratory preparation

47

Academic advising or counseling

38

Divisional or administrative duties
such as ordering supplies, repair
ing instruments, class scheduling

32

Personal help with classwork or
personal problems

28

Service to the college other than
above including mail sorting, drama,
club advising

24

Religious life or church-related
activities including chapel atten
dance

23

Reading scientific literature to
"stay caught up"

21

Community service programs includ
ing learned society activities

20

Informal conversations with student,
"getting to know the students" and
other colleagues

13

Personal or student research ac
tivities

11

Hobbies

2

Graduate education

1
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ties were part of the week's activities.

Some indicated

during the personal interviews that they were in a hurry
and did not take the time to respond fully.
In addition to the great number of instructors list
ing direct teaching duties as part of their week's activi
ties, many (fifty) listed committee assignments.

Many of

these instructors listed two or more committee assignments.
Only one tally was made for committee assignments, regard
less of the number of committees on which the instructor
served.

But, the high percentage of instructors participat

ing on committees illustrates the role these instructors
play in the governance of their respective institutions.
Item 2 asked the instructors to list one or two re
quired activities in which they thought they made the most
effective contribution to the college.

Since this item

asked for only one or two activities, the lists were much
shorter than for the first item.

Table VIII is a summary

of the faculty responses to the second item.
appears on page

66

Table VIII

.

It is clear from the data in Table VIII that three
activities, (committee assignments, academic advising and
divisional and administrative duties), constitute the bulk
of faculty contributions in the area of required duties.
Table VIII, of course, does not indicate direct teaching or
laboratory duties.

It may be noted that numerous faculty
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TABLE VIII
Numbers of Instructors Indicating Certain Required Activities
as Their Most Effective Contribution

Required Activity or Duty

Number of Ins

Academic advising or counseling

34

Committee assignments

30

Divisional or administrative du
ties

22

Informal contact with students

10

Service to the college other
than above

8

Community service programs

7

None or no response

3

Research, self or student

3

Religious life or church-related
activities

2

Laboratory preparations

2

members serve on committees that recommend academic or ad
ministrative policy for their respective institutions.
Academic advising plays an important role in the du
ties of many of these instructors.

In some colleges it

seems that one individual is responsible for all premedi
cal counseling, another for all science education, and
still another for nursing or other special programs the
school might offer.

In other institutions, the counsel
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ing is allocated so that one individual is responsible for
counseling freshmen, another for sophomores, and so forth
throughout the classes.

No matter how advising is done,

instructors mention frequently that in this activity they
get to know the students best and are able to provide the
best advising on a one-to-one basis.

Numerous statements

from faculty members indicate they take pride in being able
to guide their students into successful graduate programs.
The third area of major contribution is in divisional
and administrative duties.

Frequently, duties such as

equipment maintenance, class scheduling, ordering supplies,
student recruitment and correspondence take a major share
of the instructor’s time.
Faculty responses to the third item were considerably
more diverse.

Table IX is a listing of the responses given

and the number of faculty members listing each activity.
Since they were asked to list only one or two activities,
the lists are shorter than for the other two items.
appears on page

68

Table IX

.

Voluntary activities of the faculty members often take
them off campus to serve in many capacities ï

Under the

heading "Community service programs/’ faculty members in
dicated that they served on pollution control boards, wil
derness center boards and staffs, regional planning boards,
American Cancer Society boards. Heart and Lung Association
staffs and similar voluntary positions.

Many of the col-
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TABLE IX
Numbers of Instructors Indicating Certain
Voluntary Activities as Part of Their Typical Week's Effort

Voluntary Activity

Number of Instructors
Listing the Activity

Community service programs

19

None or no response

13

Divisional or administration
duties

11

Informal interaction with students
and colleagues, "Getting to know
them"

11

Religious life or church-related
activities

9

Outside consulting

8

Committee assignments (voluntary
or elected)

8

Special teaching assignments
(voluntary)

7

Student organization advising

7

Athletics

5

Other services to the college

5

Research, self or student

5

Learned society activities

4

Academic advising

3

leges in this study are located in rural counties, and as
a result, the instructors in these colleges fill the void
of trained people in the sciences.
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Divisional duties on a voluntary basis seem to occupy
the time of many instructors.

Several instructors indicat

ed that they had difficulty separating the required duties
from the voluntary activities in this area.

Many said var

ious parts of their jobs were done simply because they vol
unteered, not because they were required.

Listed under

this heading were student recruitment and public relations
activities not included as part of community service programs.
Several instructors wrote that these tasks often require
evening and Saturday work.
Instructors indicated that informal interactions with
students and colleagues were important.

Of the eleven re

sponses, over one half explained that they thought this
area was one of particular concern.

Most indicated that

more extensive informal contact with students was reflect
ed by improved performance in the classroom.
Since all but one of these colleges may be considered
to be church-related, it was reasonable that nine instruc
tors indicated that religious activities play an important
role in their week’s activities.

Considering nuns and

teaching brothers as ordained persons, they, together with
the ministers, constitute more than one fourth of the in
structors.

For nuns and teaching brothers or priests, the

duties imposed by their respective orders were often listed
as important parts of their week’s activities.

Such ac

tivities listed included prayer groups, Bible studies.
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teaching Sunday School and leading religious retreats.

Of

ten, the opinion was expressed by the respondent that this
type of activity added an extra dimension to the education
of the students.
Of the remaining activities listed, virtually all re
flect nonremunerated services to the college or to specific
groups of people.

One exception was noted in that at least

one instructor indicated his consulting work was remuner
ated from sources outside the college.
Tiie second largest category of responses was the "non
response ." These faculty members either responded that they
did not participate in voluntary activities at all or they
failed to respond to the item.

Of those indicating they

did not participate in voluntary activities, the following
illustrates the most negative response:
My research is important to me, I get paid for
it, besides. Other than that I volunteer for
very, very little.
If this sounds like I am
against people volunteering Ç "becoming in
volved"- I am.
I believe if everyone did his
own job properly ^ no more-we wouldn't need
the contributions.
Although this view was not expressed often, it may be in
ferred in several responses.

Another possible reason for

the blunt responses appears to be time.

Several faculty

members indicated they were kept too busy with what they
perceived to be their required duties, and consequently had
no time for voluntary activities.

These faculty percep-
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tions were entirely those of the individual faculty mem
bers, since the investigator gave no coaching as to what
to mention in this item.
Hypothesis Testing
The first part of this study was descriptive in that
it was designed to examine the way instructors in small,
liberal-arts colleges perceive their weekly tasks.

The

second part of the study consisted of hypotheses which
could be tested by statistical methods.

These questions

were expressed as operational hypotheses and tested by
standard statistical tools.

For the purpose of this study

only the operational hypotheses will be stated.
Hypothesis H^
Based on the reasonable assumption that coursework in
professional education is designed to teach the student the
skills, techniques and concepts necessary to become an ef
fective teacher, it was hypothesized that
H^:

Instructors who have completed fif
teen or more semester hours of pro
fessional education courses will be
rated higher by their students than
those instructors who lack this
training.

Table X is a listing of the student evaluation scores
for the twenty-six instructors without coursework in pro
fessional education in their backgrounds and the thirtynine instructors with such coursework in their backgrounds.
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student Evaluation Scores for Instructors
by Educational Backgrounds
Mean Student Evaluation Scores
for Instructors with Fifteen
Hours of Professional Education Coursework (N = 39)

5 .00
4.67
4.43
4.32
4.23
4.16
4.11
4.08
4.06
4.05
4.02
4.00
3.91
3.85
3.84
3.78
3.68
3.66
3.64
3.50
3.45
3.41
3.40
3.37
3.37
3.36
3.29
3.29
3.24
3.20
3.19
3.14
3.14
2.93
2.78

Mean Student Evaluation
Scores for Instructors
with Little or No Professional Education
Coursework (M = 26)
4.43
4.32
4.28
4.14
4.98
4.00
3.90
3.86
3.86
3.84
3.78
3.75
3.65
3.63
3.58
3.53
3.47
3.39
3.33
3.30
3.16
3.09
2.98
2.64
2.52
2.48
Mean = 3.58

2.68

2.65
2.61
2.54
rT0'.0'3
= 3.59
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The mean student evaluation s c o r e for the instructors
with fifteen hours of education coursework is 3.59, whereas
that of the instructors without this training is 3.58.

Al

though the higher score for the instructors with coursework
in professional education was hypothesized, the means were
examined for statistical significance by calculating the ;t
ratio

(Table XI).

TABLE XI
;t Ratio
Group

Number of
Cases

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Education

39

3.59

.58

Non
education

26

3.58

.53

t Ratio

2-Tailed
Probability

.98

From Table XI it may be noted that the difference between
means is not found to be statistically significant.
Hypothesis
The fact that students consistently rate the same in
structors the same way has been demonstrated in the liter
ature many times.

It was reasoned that students would

rank their instructors numerically in a manner consistent
with the way they rated them, using the Student Instruc
tional Report.
H2 :

The average of the Student Instruc-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

74
tio'nal Report scores for the ins truetors who were ranked first by at
least one student will be signifi
cantly higher than similar scores of
instructors who received lower rank
ings from students.
The instructors were placed into three groups.

The

first group consisted of the instructors whom the students
ranked first on the scale illustrated in Chapter II.

The

third group consisted of all those instructors who were
ranked last on the same scale.

The middle group consisted

of the remainder of the instructors.

Using the individual

Student Instructional Report score for the instructor, the
mean for each group was calculated.

The means of the three

groups were then compared using the ;t test for the three
possible combinations of two groups.

Tables XII, XIII and

XIV contain the data for the three groups.
the results of these tests.

Table XV shows

Tables XII, XIII, XIV and XV

appear on pages 75 through 78.

It can be noted from Table XV

that the differences between the means of all three combina
tions have probabilities of the observed t, less than .0 0 1 .
Hypothesis H 3
It is reasonable to assume that instructors having
completed the Ph.D. Degree or Ed.D. Degree would be better
trained than instructors having less graduate training.
Therefore, the following may be hypothesized:
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Student Instructional Report Scores
forainstruetors Ranked First

4.50
3.83
4 .00
3.67
3.83
3.83
3.83
4.20
4.16
4.50
4.00
4.50
4.33
4.17
3.50
3.60
4.33
4.67
3.83
3.67
3.40
4.00
4.67
2.83
4.50
4.00
5.00
3.67
4.33
4.83
3.50
4.67
4.33
4.84
4.50
4.83
4.80
4.33
4.33
3.50
4.80
4.67
4.50

4.67
4.20
4 .50
4.67
4.33
3.50
3^13
3.00
4.83
4.17
4.67
4.17
3.50
5,00
4.00
4.60
4.00
4.17
4.33
4.50
3.67
4.00
3^13
4.17
4^13
4.33
4.33
4.17
4.17
3.50
4.67
4.20
3.50
4.33
4.50
4.33
4.00
4.33
4.17
3.67
346.11
N = 8,3
Mean = 4.17
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TABLE XIII
Student Instructional Report Scores
for Instructors Ranked Middle

X
4.17
3.17
2.50
2.50
2.67
3.83
3.67
4.50
4.67
4.33
4.00
3.83
3.33
2.67
4.17
2.67
3.50
4.60
2.83
1.83
4.50
3.83
4.33
3.83
3.33
3.17
4.33
4.33
4.33
3.00
3.50
4.00
4.80
3.67

3.40
4.00
4.17
2.00

3.33
3.50

X

X

4.00
4.00
3.67
3.80

3.60
3.83
4.00
4.00

2.00

2.83
3.33
3.67

3 .83

3 .17
3 .33
2.20

2.83

3.50
3.80
4.33

3.16
3.00
3.20
4.33
4.33
4.33

2.00

3.83

4.17
3.67
3.83
4.17
4.17
3.83
4.60

4.17
3.00
4.50
3.80
4.00
4.33
3.66
3.00
3.67
2.17
4.00
3.33
3.16
4.50
2.17

2.20

2.83

4.20
4.00
3.67
3.40
1.60
3.50
2.20

3.80
3.66
2.60
1.67
3.17
2.67
3.83
4.20
3.33
3.40

3.33
2.83

3.40
4.00
4.00
3.17
4.17
409.42
N = 116
Mean = :
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TABLE XIV
Student Instructional Report Scores
for Instructors Ranked Last
X

X

2.34
1.67
4.00
4.00
2.67
1.33
2.60

1.00

2.67
3.75
2.20

4.20
3.17
3.50
2.17
3.00
2.67
4.00
4.00
3.17
4.67
1.50
3.17
1.17

2.83

3.17
2.00

3.00
2.83
2.00

3.33
3.17
3.17
1.83
2.67
2.80
3.00
3.00

2.33

1.83
3.00
3.50
3.75
4.33

2.83
1.20

2.50
3.20
4.00
4.17
3.00

3.83

2.67
1.33
1.67
1.33
2.33
1.83
1.50
1.67
1.67
1.50
3.00
4.00
3.83
3.33

1.00
1.00

2.33
2.50
2.83
1.67
3.17
4.67
2.40
2.80
4.33
1.83
1.17
3.17
3.00

3.83

3.33
227.58

N = 83
Mean

= 2.74
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TABLE XV
t Test of the Differences Between the Means
of Student Evaluation Scores for Instructors
Ranked First, Middle and Last

Group

Number
of Cases

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Standard
Error

Group 1

83

4,17

.46

.05

Group 2

116

3.53

.73

.07

Group 2

116

3.53

.73

.07

Group 3

83

2.74

.96

.11

Group 1

83

4.17

.46

Group 3

83

2.74

.96

t
Value

7.10*

Degrees of
Freedom

2-Tailed
Probability

.000

6.60*

12.28*

Significant at the .001 level.

. 000

H,:

Students will evaluate instructors
who have completed the Ph.D. Degree
or Ed.D. Degree higher than they
will instructors who have completed
the Master's Degree or less.

Sixty-five of the sixty-nine cooperating instructors
were evaluated by their students using the Student In
structional Report.

Of these sixty-five, twenty-six had

completed less than the Ph.D. Degree.

One instructor had

completed only the Bachelor's Degree.

The remaining thirty-

eight instructors had completed the Ph.D. Degree or its
equivalent.

The Doctorate of Education and the Doctorate

of the University of Paris were considered equivalent.

It

was hypothesized that the instructors who had completed the
Ph.D. Degree would be rated higher than those instructors
who had completed less than the Ph.D. Degree.
The instructors were divided into two groups.

The

first group included those instructors who had completed
the Ph.D. Degree or its equivalent.
cluded all the remaining instructors.

The second group in
The mean Student

Instructional Report score was calculated for each group.
Tables XIV and XV list the data pertaining to Hypothesis
H3 .

The means were observed to differ in direction from

the research hypothesis.

The difference between the two

means was then tested for significance using the t test.
The results of that test are summarized in Table XVI.
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TABLE XVI
Student Evaluation Scores for Instructors
Having Completed Less than the Doctorate

4.67
4.43

4^ ^
4.28
4.16
4.08
4.08
4.06
4.02
3.78
3.68
3.66
3.65
3.63
3.50
3.45
3.41
3.40
3.39

3 ^J
3.36
3.29
3.29
3.19
2.68
2.64
2.61
98.08
N = 27
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TABLE XVII
Student Evaluation Scores for Instructors
Having Completed the Doctorate

5.00
4.43
4.32
4 .23
4.14
4 .11
4.05
4.00
4.00
3.91
3.90
3.86
3 ^^
3.85
3.84
3.84
3 ^^
3.75
3.64
3.58
3.53
3.47
3.37
3.33
3.30
3.20
3.24
3.16
3.14
3.14
3.09
2.98
2.93
2.78
2.65
2.54
2.52
2.48
134.94
N = 38
Mean = 3.55
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TABI.E X V I î I

t Test of the Difference Between Means
“Master’s Degree Versus the Doctorate

Group

Number
of Cases

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Master's
Degree

27

3.63

.10

Doctor of
Philosophy

38

3.55

.089

t
Value

.896

Degrees of
Freedom

63

2-Tailed
Probability

.35

83

Although the difference between the means was not found
to be significant, the fact that the means are in opposite
directions from that hypothesized is notewrothy.
Summary
The descriptive portion of the data was classified in
to activity categories, and the listings of faculty activ
ities were placed into three groups according to the items
on the second part of the Faculty Background questionnaire.
These three groups included activities for the typical
week, required activities where a major contribution to the
institution was claimed to be made by the faculty member,
and voluntary activities where a major contribution to the
institution was claimed to be made.
The data pertaining to Hypothesis
and analyzed by using the ;t test.
groups were extremely close

(.01

were tabulated

The means for the two
difference)

and a sta

tistical difference was not found.
The data pertaining to Hypothesis H^ were tabulated
and categorized into three groups.

The first group con

sisted of the instructors ranked first by the student,
the last group consisted of the instructors ranked last,
and the middle group consisted of the remaining instruc
tors.

The _t test was used to analyze the differences

between the mean student evaluations for these three
groups.

The differences found between the pairings of
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the three groups were found to be significant at the

.001

level.
The data pertaining to Hypothesis H 3 were tabulated
and categorized into two groups, the first consisting of
the instructors who had not completed the Ph.D. Degree or
its equivalent, and the second group consisting of the
instructors who had completed the Ph.D. Degree.

The dif

ference between the means of these two groups were not
found to be statistically significant.

These findings

will be discussed in detail in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Problem
Student evaluations of college instructors began in
the early 1920's.

Since that time, investigations of stu

dent evaluations in large universities have provided evi
dence that such evaluations may be both reliable and valid.
Many aspects of teaching and teacher-student interaction
have been studied at length.

One variable that apparently

has not been investigated is the background of the instruc
tor in coursework in professional education.

Furthermore,

most of the studies have been conducted in large universi
ties.

This study is designed to elicit evidence to the

question, "Does it do any good to teach a college instruc
tor to teach?"

Since small colleges have science instruc

tors recruited from a wide variety of backgrounds, it was
postulated that these colleges would offer an opportunity
to seek data related to the question above.
Other research questions inherent in this study are,
"Do students rank the instructors in a manner consistent
with the way they rate them?"; and, "Are instructors who
have completed the Ph.D. Degree rated higher than instruc
tors who have completed the Master's Degree or less?"
Together with answers to the questions posed above,
the investigator sought information from the instructors
85
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regarding their educational and occupational backgrounds.
In addition, the instructors were asked to list the activ
ities in which they engaged during a typical week.

These

activities were then categorized and the individual respon
ses were tallied under the appropriate categories.
Data were collected by means of personal visits to
the campuses of the sixteen cooperating colleges.

Person

al interviews were conducted with each faculty member and
with the senior biology and chemistry majors.

The students

were asked to rank the science instructors from whom they
had taken classes, in terms of their teaching competence.
They were also asked to complete the Student Instructional
Report for the instructors they had ranked.
A Student

Evaluation

Scorewas calculatedfor each

instructor by averaging the values of student responses to
items thirty-four through thirty-nine of the Student In
structional Reports for that instructor.

These scores

were then used to compute the means used in the analyses
of the various

hypotheses posed

by this study. This chap

ter includes a summary ofthe findings and the

conclusions

of the study.
Findings and Conclusions
Insofar as the techniques used in this study are val
id, the following findings and conclusions seem defensible.
The first portion of this study was essentially de-
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scriptive.

The science instructors in the cooperating lib

eral-arts colleges were asked to list their activities
during a typical week.

The activities were categorized

and tallied in Table VII, page 64.

As might be expected,

direct teaching responsibilities in lecture and laboratory
lead the list of activities.

It may be assumed that all

the instructors have teaching responsibilities even though
six instructors failed to list them.
The next two most frequently mentioned activities in
cluded preparation for teaching activities and committee
assignments.

The responses suggest that the vast majority

of the faculty members serve on at least one committee
and may serve on several.

Several instructors indicated

that they were serving on more than one committee.

Often

the types of committees listed included those involved in
recommending academic and financial policy for the insti
tution.

Thus, these faculty members play an important

role in the governance of their respective institutions.
One academic dean expressed the opinion that his college
is run by consensus of the faculty.

Although this state

ment should not be taken literally, faculty input is oc
curring as evidenced by the fact that, of the faculty sam
pled, several serve on policy recommending committees.
In many ways, the divisional and administrative duties
such as ordering supplies, writing letters of recommenda
tion and student recruitment are supportive of the teach
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ing responsibilities.

These particular duties were listed

by thirty-two instructors, and particularly by division
heads, which is to be expected.

Class scheduling and other

tasks affecting the division as a whole were generally the
responsibility of the chairpersons of the respective divi
sions.

Occasionally, some of these tasks were delegated

to a staff member other than the division chairperson.
The activities indicating personal interaction between
faculty members and students other than direct teaching ap
peared to be important to many instructors.

For clarity

(see Table IX, page 68), these interactions were categor
ized into several groups, among them help with classwork,
help with personal problems, academic advising, and club
advising and others, both formal and informal.
Participation in community service programs was listed
by twenty instructors as an activity in which they make an
effective contribution to their institutions.

The parti

cipation ranged from serving on the board of directors for
a county heart fund drive to serving as advisor for a re
gional water quality control agency.

Most of these acti

vities were voluntary and were mentioned under that par
ticular heading on the Faculty Background questionnaire.
These activities will be discussed more fully in the sec
tion on this chapter dealing with voluntary activities.
Personal or student research was included in the lists
of eleven instructors.

Of the sixteen colleges, only three
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colleges had extensive research programs.

In these three,

grant monies had financed substantial faculty and student
research programs.

In several of the personal interviews

with individual instructors, it was indicated that the
instructors had such extensive teaching and committee as
signments that they had little time for research.

In

fact, some instructors indicated that their deans dis
couraged research activities by the faculty since they
might adversely affect their teaching responsibilities.
While considered to be neither required nor voluntary,
twenty-one instructors included reading scientific liter
ature in order to try to "keep up" with their fields as
a typical activity.

Three instructors indicated that

they served as an officer or program participant in one
or more learned societies or professional organizations.
Since all but one of these colleges are church-related,
it was suggested in Chapter I that many instructors would,
in general, espouse the doctrine or beliefs of the parent
church.

This viewpoint is supported, in that one-third of

the participating instructors indicated that their reli
gious activities are part of their typical work week.

Such

religious activities included chapel attendance, prayer
meetings, Sunday School teaching, monastic or religious
order duties (nuns and teaching brother), preaching, and
advising students regarding spiritual problems.

Several

instructors wrote that they considered this activity to be
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a major contribution to their respective institutions.
This tends to support the assertion in Chapter I that some
instructors teaching in these colleges are doing so out of
a feeling of religious commitment.
Required activities
From the data in Table VIII on page 66, it was found
that most of the faculty respondents believe that three
categories of activities constitute their most effective
contributions to their institutions.

Other than teaching,

these are committee assignments, academic advising or coun
seling, and divisional or administrative duties.
Committee assignments cited by individual instructors
include serving on the President's Cabinet, the Adminis
trative Committee, Academic Affairs Committee, Student
Affairs Committee, Faculty Grievance Committee, and var
ious study committees.

Although the roles of these com

mittees were not always listed, from comments by the in
structors it might be inferred that these committees are
charged with making recommendations regarding academic
and financial policy for their respective institutions.
Several instructors who listed academic advising as
a major contribution also mentioned that they spend con
siderable time reviewing current admission requirements
for advanced training programs such as medical school.
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dental school, nursing and veterinary medical school.
These instructors indicate that they take strong personal
interest in helping their students succeed in entering
their desired professional school.

Some instructors in

dicated admission to general graduate programs as an im
portant goal for their advisees, but the majority were
interested in medically-oriented professional programs.
Some instructors indicated that they made some effort to
maintain contacts with state universities where their stu
dents would be applying for graduate programs.

Less for

mally, several instructors mentioned that the advising
process allows them to get to know the students better
and thus improve their interactions with the students
both in and out of the classroom.
failed to respond to item two.

Three instructors

Again, it may be ques

tioned whether the lack of time or, as one instructor
indicated, the "we-have-been-questionnaired-to-death"
attitude may have been a contributing factor to the lack
of response.
Voluntary activities
Of the voluntary activities listed by faculty members,
by far the most frequently mentioned were those activi
ties related to community service programs.

Fifteen in

structors served as members of the boards of directors
or as advisors to a variety of organizations including
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The Heart and Lung Association, The Great Lakes Commission,
The Tuberculosis Fund, Kiwanis Clubs, and the Jaycees.
Furthermore, six of sixty-nine respondents served as vol
unteer advisors for activities more closely related to
their scientific backgrounds such as wilderness associa
tions and park or recreation districts.

Volunteer activi

ties such as those listed above tended to be more common in
rural colleges such as Rio Grande, Cedarville, Oakland City,
Saint Meinrad and Marion.

In large metropolitan areas the

community service programs were slightly different.

In

cities such as Cleveland, Ohio; Columbus, Ohio; and Grand
Rapids, Michigan the instructors were involved with programs
to help both slow-learners and the gifted science students
in inner-city schools do better in their school work.

Ur-

saline College, Notre Dame College (Ohio), Ohio Dominican
College and Aquinas College all had instructors who were
working voluntarily with school children or local school
teachers in programs to help increase science performance
in the local schools.

Five instructors indicated they

either helped plan or judge local science fairs.
Thirteen instructors failed to respond

to item three

or indicated they did not participate in voluntary activi
ties.

Four instructors cited required duties as prevent

ing them from participating in voluntary activities.
Because Haggard (1943)

suggested that students seemed
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to emphasize the importance of human characteristics in
their evaluations, and since most of the instructors in
this study indicated that they participated in humanitar
ian activities, it might be surmised that the evaluations
of the thirteen instructors who failed to respond to this
item would be lower than the mean evaluations for the in
structors who responded positively.

The mean evaluation

score for the instructors who did not respond or did not
participate in voluntary activities was 3.39, whereas
the mean evaluation score for the remaining fifty-two in
structors was 3.63.

The results of the t test analysis

of the two means are shown in Table XIX.
TABLE XIX
Volunteers Versus Non-volunteers

Group

Number
of Cases

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Volunteers

52

3.63

.56

Non-volunteers

13

3.37

.52

^ Ratio

2-Tailed
Probability

1.51

.35

While the means do differ in the direction predicted, the
difference was not found to be significant.

Thus the study

failed to indicate a significant difference between the means
of the volunteers and the non-volunteers.

As suggested

above, the fact that many of these instructors seemed to
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be extremely busy with their typical week's activities
may have precluded their responding to this item.
Since most of the colleges in this study are largely
church-related, it is not surprising that nine of the
instructors included activities relevant to their reli
gious life as part of their important contributions to
their institutions.

Also, since college instructors nor

mally are people who tend to take a leadership role in
some kinds of activities, it appears that these instruc
tors have a leadership role in the religious life of the
campus.

The instructors indicated leadership in such ac

tivities as student and faculty prayer meetings, Sunday
School teaching, training of Sunday School teachers, visi
tation of the sick and elderly, serving on church boards
or committees and counseling students with spiritual prob
lems.

Since activities like Sunday School teaching and

serving on church boards benefits the congregation to
which the instructor belongs, it is obvious that this
participation extends to the local church level.
Consulting was listed as a voluntary activity by eight
instructors.

This professional activity took the form of

identifying plants and animals for students and citizens
of the community; providing free help for alumni, student
teachers, or local teachers requesting professional assis
tance; and assisting colleagues with statistical problems
or problems relating to the consultant's specialty.

One
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instructor suggested that consulting should be a part of
every instructor's activities since it would make him
use his education in a practical manner.

Only one facul

ty member remarked that he was paid for his voluntary
consulting.
Voluntary committee assignments listed by eight in
structors included those dealing with athletics as well
as with other unspecified extra-curricular activities, a
committee defining faculty role in the college, a committee
on peace and justice, and a Freshmen Orientation Commit
tee.

Some instructors indicated that some of the commit

tees were simply a group of instructors voluntarily work
ing together rather than a formally structured committee.
Voluntary teaching assignments were often of the tu
torial or remedial type.

Three of the seven instructors

responding in this category indicated they gave free tu
torial help to students having problems in their own
classes and occasionally in the classes of other instruc
tors.

Three instructors indicated they gave time to help

tutor dropouts and children having problems staying in
school.

In two cases instructors were working with gift

ed high school students.
Most of the remaining activities, with the exception
of activities related to learned societies, or profession
al organizations, dealt with various interactions of in
structors with student and student organizations.

Three
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instructors indicated a general support for extra-curricu
lar activities.

The extra-curricular activities specified

by eight instructors included drama, athletics, concerts
and other cultural events.

Seven instructors indicated

they sponsored a student organization including the Health
Professions Club, Student Senate, Biology Club, Interna
tional Student Association, Sigma Zeta, the Physical Sci
ence Club and the Science Club.
Four instructors listed their activities related to
learned societies as being a major contribution to their
institutions.

At least one instructor considered this to

be an important bonus for the institution in terms of good
public relations.

The voluntary activities listed by the

fifty-two instructors who responded illustrates the wide
range of activities in which they participate.

From this

list (Table IX, page 68), it might be inferred that these
instructors play an important leadership role in provid
ing trained professional help in their respective special
ties.

Furthermore, they display a concern for their stu

dents in that they serve in many aspects of the extra
curricular programs of their colleges (see Table III,
page 19).
Hypothesis H^
Research hypothesis H^ was designed to elicit an an
swer to the question, "Does it do any good to teach a
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college instructor to teach?"

The question was raised

in an attempt to arrive at a response to those students
who frequently criticize certain instructors, particu
larly in the field of education, by saying, "Those that
can, do !

Those that can't, teach; and those that can't

teach, teach teachers!" This phrase has probably been
heard on every college campus in America.

The investi

gator failed to find any experimental studies in the
literature that examined the question of whether or not
a difference existed between the student evaluations of
college instructors who were professionally trained edu
cators teaching in the sciences and those who had never
had any courses in professional education.

The back

grounds of the faculty members involved in these studies,
in terms of educational coursework, were not investigated
in these studies.

It may be assumed that few science in

structors in large universities have professional educa
tion training.

Thus, the small liberal-arts colleges may

represent an appropriate place to collect data relating
to the question above.

The faculty members in these col

leges did indeed represent a wide variety of backgrounds.
Sixty percent of the instructors had completed at least
fifteen semester hours of coursework in professional edu
cation.

The remaining instructors had completed no more

than five hours of education work.

Thus, these faculty

members provided an appropriate population to sample for
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data relating to the question posed above.
From an examination of the data in Table XI on page 73,
it may be noted that the mean student evaluation score for
the instructors who have completed fifteen hours of educa
tion coursework is .01 point below the mean of the instruc
tors who lacked this training.

This finding leads to the

conclusion that this study failed to find a significant
difference in terms of student evaluation between those in
structors who have fifteen hours or more of professional
education courses and those who lack this training.

Are

instructors who are trained professional educators less com
petent than those instructors who have come from backgrounds
other than teaching?

The answer is that no evidence was

found to suggest that background in professional education
coursework has any relationship to instructor competence as
measured by student evaluation.
Hypothesis H 2
The average of the Student Instructional
Report scores for the instructors who were
ranked first by at least one student will
be significantly higher than similar scores
of instructors who received lower ranking
from students.
The second hypothesis has been examined by numerous
investigators, but not in the same way that it is in this
study.

Many studies have shown that students rate their

instructors consistently from year to year and from class
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to class.

Still instructors complain that students are

unable to rate them accurately.

In this study students

were asked to rank their instructors using a nationally
standardized instrument, the Student Instructional Report.
As a partial check on the ability of students to discrim
inate between effective instructors and ineffective in
structors, the students were asked to simply rank in or
der the instructors they had had.

All the instructors

who were ranked first by a student were placed in group
one.

The instructors ranked last were placed in group

three, and the remaining instructors were placed in group
two.

Although there were individual cases in which a fac

ulty member was ranked first, last and middle by different
students, generally the instructors were ranked at the
same level.

The mean student evaluation score was calcu

lated for each of the three groups.

The differences among

the three possible combinations of two means were then test
ed using the t test.

The very large t ratios for the dif

ferences among the three combinations of means points out
the great degree of agreement between the ranks and the
ratings.

Of the eighty-seven students evaluating the in

structors, five rated the instructor they ranked first
lower than the instructor they ranked last.

This repre

sents fewer than six percent of the evaluations.

The an

alysis shows that even small samples of students tend to
rank and rate their instructors in a similar manner.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

100
Hypothesis
Students will evaluate instructors who
have completed the Ph.D. Degree and
Ed.D. Degree higher than instructors
who have completed the Master's Degree
or less.
It is reasonable to expect that instructors who have
completed the Ph.D. Degree and Ed.D. Degree will be better
prepared to teach than instructors who have had less ex
tensive graduate education.

Haggard (1943), and Riley

(1950), and others have documented this fact.

The data

from this study, however, suggest this is not the case in
small liberal-arts colleges.

The data in Table XVIII on

page 82 illustrate the fact that instructors having com
pleted the Ph.D. Degree or Ed.D. Degree are evaluated lower
than instructors with only the Master's Degree.
ference was not found to be significant.

The dif

However, it is

important to note that the direction of the difference in
means is opposite from that reported in studies conducted
in large universities.
One reason for the low ratings of the Ph.D. instruc
tors may lie in the personalities involved.

Each instruc

tor was interviewed personally by the investigator.

Dur

ing that interview, the instructor occasionally gave the
investigator cause to believe that he or she was threat
ened by the evaluation process.
openly belligerent.

Some instructors were

Upon examining the notes from the

interviews for the Ph.D. Degree instructors having ^
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scores less than -1 (see Table XI, page 73), it was found
that most of these instructors were in the group express
ing negative opinions of the evaluation process.

The in

structor who received the lowest rating of all called the
investigator into his classroom and proceeded, in front of
his students, to berate him for the futility of educational
research on student evaluations.

After a spirited exchange

between himself and the investigator, he consented to re
spond to the investigator’s questionnaire, provided the in
vestigator record his responses on page two by dictation.
The instructor’s remonstrances against the student evalua
tions may be inferred to reflect a personality defect.
Why are Ph.D. Degree instructors with very low student
evaluations kept on the faculties of these colleges?

One

reason may be the pressure these colleges feel to maintain
a specific ratio between Ph.D.'s and Master’s Degrees on
the faculty.

Furthermore, these instructors may very well

be teaching in the small colleges because they were not
able to work effectively with others in industry or busi
ness.

Thus, there may be some truth to the adage, "Them

that can, do!

Them that can’t, teach..."

But there is no

evidence that the educational background of the instruc
tor is responsible.
Another reason some of these instructors remain on
the faculties of these colleges may be the fact that the
instructor has attained tenure, and removing him would
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require due process which the college may be unwilling to
pursue.

Whatever the case, these data fail to show that

the instructors with a Ph.D. Degree are rated significant
ly higher than their Master’s Degree colleagues.

It might

be noted that these small colleges are not normally re
search -oriented .

Therefore the role of the instructor

with a Ph.D. Degree might be somewhat different than sim
ilar instructors in institutions which are research-oriented.
This, too, may account for part of the reason that instruc
tors with a Ph.D. Degree were not found to be rated higher
than instructors with a Master's Degree in these small col
leges .
Summary of Other Findings
In seeking information concerning the educational back
grounds of the various instructors, the investigator asked
the instructors about attendance at institutes or seminars
for teachers which might have had an impact on their teaching
performance.

Attendance at Inservice Institutes and Summer

Institutes supported by the National Science Foundation ap
pears to have played an important role in the educational
backgrounds of numerous instructors.

The instructors were

asked to name any institutes, seminars, or workshops which
they had attended that were designed to make them more com
petent teachers.

Twenty-two instructors listed various In

stitutes funded by the National Science Foundation.

These
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twenty-two instructors attended a total of fifty-two in
stitutes including the following: 1) twenty-eight Summer
Institutes; 2) three Inservice Institutes; 3) eleven Chau
tauqua-type Courses; 4) six unspecified short-courses;
5) four unspecified workshops ; 6) one Academic Year In
stitute ; and three attended a total of four Argonne Semi
nars, at least two of which were funded by the National
Science Foundation.

Thus, one third of the college in

structors in this sample had received some training from
programs funded by the National Science Foundation.

Of

the twenty-two instructors having participated in at least
one NSF funded Institute or workshop, nineteen were instruc
tors with more than fifteen hours of coursework in Educa
tion.

Thus, the Institutes were attended mainly by per

sons who had taken coursework in professional education.
Many of these instructors may have used the NSF Institutes
to further their education in the sciences to the point
where they could move up into college teaching.

Of the

twenty-six instructors with the Master's Degree, nineteen
had participated in one or more NSF Institutes.

It ap

pears that the Inservice and Summer Institute programs
were attended by many instructors in small colleges.
One aspect of this study that was not completed in
volved an investigation into the differences that might
exist between the ways students who receive high scores
on the Graduate Record Examination for their specialty
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and students who receive low scores rate their instructors.
Each student was asked to take the Graduate Record Advanced
Examination for his major subject area.

To increase student

participation, the investigator offered to reimburse the
student for sixty percent of the cost of the examination.
Of eighty-seven students, only fifteen took the examina
tion and returned copies of their score cards to the in
vestigator.

These students were reimbursed.

Two problems

were evident which made the data not completely relevant
for this study; first, the number of students taking the
examination was too small to be meaningful ; second, the
scores on the examination were so closely grouped that they
could not be subdivided.

The range of scores was less

than 100 points.
Suggestions for Further Research
One topic proposed for further research concerns that
portion of this study that was not completed.

It became

clear that the students who were volunteering to take the
Graduate Record Advanced Examination had scores that were
clumped within the 500-600 point range.

A study of stu

dent achievement based on that examination versus student
evaluation of faculty members could be accomplished with
appropriate funding for some enticement which might assure
greater participation by the seniors in the cooperating
colleges.

By including all the seniors in biology and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

105
chemistry, the range of scores would be more representa
tive of the population of graduating seniors in these
small colleges.
Another area of research might be related to the Fac
ulty Development Program sponsored by the Council for the
Advancement of Small Colleges.

CASC is currently spon

soring a year-long program of faculty development among
its member colleges.

Little provision has been made for

a longitudinal study to determine the changes, if any, in
the student evaluations of the faculties after participa
tion in the Faculty Development Program.
It was noted that many of the instructors who were
subjects in this study had advanced training through NSF
Institutes of various types.

Yet, neither the literature

reviewed, nor the data collected from the interviews, re
vealed whether such instructors may have been able to en
ter college teaching as a result of attending these Insti
tutes, or if they were college instructors at the time,
what values the Institutes may have had for them.

A

study is now underway for the House of Representatives
Subcommittee on Science, Research, and Technology concern
ing these and other outcomes of NSF Institutes (Crane 1976).
However, further study of these issues is indicated.
Recommendations
This study contributed to the body of educational
knowledge in that it attacked the question, "Does it do
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any good to teach an instructor to teach?"

A significant

difference was not found between the mean student ratings
of the instructors with professional education background
and those lacking such training.

Furthermore, this study

extended research on student evaluation to the small col
leges where faculties appear to be drawn from considerably
different backgrounds than the faculties of large univer
sities.

From these findings certain suggestions may be

made :
1.

Those persons charged with recruiting new
faculty members need not penalize, nor put
a premium on, prospective faculty members
with extensive professional education
coursework.

2.

Deans need to examine the personal qualities,
especially in terms of the human characteris
tics, as closely as they evaluate educational
backgrounds, in selecting faculty members.

3.

Student evaluation of faculty members should
be a systematic, regular activity of the fac
ulty in an effort to promote effective teach
ing and to identify those faculty members with
personality defects that could make them a
liability to the college.

4.

Pre-tenure periods of service of five to seven
years to allow the identification of ineffec
tive instructors.

5.

Although a balance should be achieved, it is
not necessary to have an "all Ph.D." faculty
to provide quality instructors.
Neither will
an all Ph.D. staff assure quality education.

It is hoped that this study may help these small col
leges strengthen their instructional programs through reg
ular, systematic use of student evaluations.
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